Two-Way Wall 

The "Bill of Rights" (American Opinion article, December 17th, 1991) is a metaphor 
which nowhere appears in the Constitution! Jefferson's definition of the religion clauses of the 
First Amendment as "building a wall of separation between church and state" utilized a metaphor 
first used in America by Roger Williams. The "wall" works two ways: It not only protects the 
church from the state, but the state from the church. 

For example, James Madison wrote: "Strongly guarded as is the separation between 
religion and government in the constitution of the United States, the danger of encroachment by 
ecclesiastical bodies may be illustrated by precedents already furnished in their short history." 

It is outrageous that you took Jefferson's statement out of context and told your readers 
that the Connecticut Baptists in 1802 were concerned about federal tyranny. To the contrary, 
they were concerned about state tyranny. Connecticut was one of three states which had not 
ratified the "Bill of Rights." Connecticut still had laws requiring the payment of taxes for the 
support of religion. The Baptists objected and wrote their letter to Jefferson. 

President Jefferson's letter to the Danbury Baptist Association of Connecticut defined the 
religion clauses of the First Amendment as a "wall," and it described the powers of government 
as being limited to actions only, not opinions. It is inexcusable for you to refuse to print 
Jefferson's complete letter and allow your readers the right to read it for themselves and make up 
their own minds about what it says. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has used not only Jefferson's definition, but Madison's also. The 
first U.S. Supreme Court case to seriously utilize Jefferson's "wall" metaphor was not Everson in 
1947, but Reynolds in 1879 wherein the Court also said that the law of the land is superior to 
illegal actions, even those committed in the name of religion (as in Smith, 1990). 

Furthermore, you erroneously assert that the intent of the establishment clause "was to 
prevent the establishment of an official religion." That idea and that wording was deliberately 
considered and rejected by the Congress in 1789. Moreover, you cannot make the word thereof 
in the free exercise clause refer to "an official religion." 

GENE GARMAN 
Pittsburg, Kansas 


Dr. Eidsmoe Responds 
Mr. Garman would have us believe that the First Amendment was the work of Jefferson 
and Madison alone, as they are the only Founding Fathers he cites. What of the others? What of 
men whose views were much more conservative than Jefferson's -- Samuel Adams, Gouverneur 
Morris, Alexander Hamilton, Patrick Henry, Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, and Roger Sherman, 
to name but a few?. Do their views count for nothing?. Does George Washington's declaration 
that "Religion and morality are the essential pillars of civil society" carry no weight at all? 
Jefferson was not even in the country when the Bill of Rights was adopted, yet Mr. 
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Garman chides me for not quoting his letter to the Danbury Baptists in its entirety and insists that 
the real concern was about state rather than federal abuses, If so, then Jefferson's letter can have 
nothing to do with the First Amendment, which addresses only federal abuses: "Congress shall 
make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof .... 
"That certainly was not Jefferson's view, for he said in his Second Inaugural Address, 
In matters of religion I have considered that its free exercise is placed by the Constitution 
independent of the powers of the General Government. I have therefore 

undertaken on no occasion to prescribe the religious exercises suited to them, but 

have left them, as the Constitution found them, under the direction and discipline 

of the church or state authorities acknowledged by the several religious societies. 

Mr. Garman misunderstands U.S.v. Reynolds. This case dealt with the free exercise 
clause, not the establishment clause. Ruling that the First Amendment does not protect the 
practice of polygamy, the Court cited Jefferson's letter, not for its reference to the "wall of 
separation," but for its reference to the "rights of conscience." 

The Court ruled that freedom of conscience, the right to believe in polygamy, is protected 
by the First Amendment, but that the government may prohibit the practice of polygamy. This 
dangerous ruling carried with it the possibility of wholesale suppression of religious practices. If 
Jefferson had been in the country when the Bill of Rights was adopted, he would have known 
that Congress changed the proposed wording of the First Amendment from "rights of 
conscience" to "free exercise" because they knew that true religious liberty must include the 
freedom to exercise one's beliefs. 

If Madison truly advocated the radical separationist approach, how does Mr. Garman 
explain Congressman Madison's support for congressional chaplains and President Madison's 
four thanksgiving proclamations? 

Please note that I do not advocate a state church. Seeing the way the government runs 
most of its business, I certainly don't want the government running the church! My point is that 
law and government are based upon ultimate moral values, and those values have their roots in 
religion. It is neither wrong nor unconstitutional to teach and promulgate those values and 
acquaint people with their source. 

In his book America's Real Religion, Mr. Garman asserts that "America's real religion is 
democracy." It is true that the constitutional republic envisioned by our Founding Fathers is 
being gradually dismantled and an unrestrained majoritarian democracy substituted in its place. 
But if Mr. Garman is correct in saying that democracy is America's real religion, and if he is 
correct in asserting that the First Amendment requires a radical separation of religion and state, 
then does it not follow that the First Amendment forbids the establishment of democracy? And if 
our schools teach democracy to our children, what does this say about the constitutionality of 
public education? 
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Sung to the tune of O Tannenbaum, the words of the above song used to echo in my mind as 
my fellow Boy Scouts and I closed our campfire meetings. They reinforced within me the Boy 
Scout motto, "Be prepared," the Scout slogan, "Do a good turn daily," and the Scout Oath, "On 
my honor, I will do my best to do my duty to God and my country; to help other people at all 
times; to obey the Scout Law; to keep myself physically strong, mentally awake, and morally 
straight." 

Such were the materials that, along with family and church, gave direction to me during 
childhood. A highlight of my week while growing up was my Boy Scout troop meeting, with its 
ceremonies, instruction in outdoorsmanship, and roughhouse games like wrestling and "Capture 
the Flag." 

Along with the weekly meetings came the special weekend hikes and campouts, where 
you picked a buddy for a tentmate, planned a menu for the campfire, packed your things, and 
went out to the woods for a great time. Learning to survive in the wild gave a boy 
self-confidence and helped him to believe he could make it in the outside world. 

The periodic courts of honor, where a Scout receives awards and promotions for his 
accomplishments, always meant a great deal to me. Starting at age eight I joined the Cub Scouts, 
and went through the ranks of Bobcat, Wolf, Bear, Lion, and Webelos (short for "We'll Be Loyal 
Scouts"). 

At age 11, I graduated into Boy Scouts, and worked my way from Tenderfoot, Second 
Class, and First Class, to the higher ranks of Star and Life. One of the proudest moments of my 
young life was the spring night in 1960 when, at the age of 14, I became an Eagle Scout, the 
highest rank in Boy Scouts. 

Molders of Young Men 

But I didn't attain that honor on my own. To succeed, boys must be led by men, and 
looking back I remember the men who gave so many hours of their lives to us: Don, a successful 
businessman; Max, an athletic man with a winning manner; Charles, a young Air Force officer; 
Ben, a kindly grandfather wise in the ways of the woods; Paul, always steady and loyal; and 
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many others. These dedicated molders of boys taught me much about being a man. 

Years later, when my own son David became a Scout, I came to realize just how much 
confidence my parents had placed in those men when they had entrusted me to their care. For by 
then I'd seen another, darker side of the picture. As an Air Force lawyer I had dealt with several 
cases involving men serving as scoutmasters who were accused of abusing youths entrusted to 
their care. And I thought of how differently my life might have turned out had my own 
scoutmasters not been upright and moral men. 

The goal of Scouting is to train young men and to develop within them the qualities 
which most of American society recognize as fundamental to good moral character. Founded in 
1907 by British war hero Lord Robert Baden-Powell, Scouting quickly spread around the world 
and now claims a membership of 15 million boys in nearly 120 nations. Membership in the 
United States climbed to 4.9 million in 1971, but during the turbulent 70s interest waned, and by 
1979 membership had slipped to 3.1 million. Since then, as many Americans have rediscovered 
traditional values, membership has edged back up to 4.2 million, making Scouting the largest 
boys organization in the United States. 

But in recent years the Boy Scouts of America have come under attack from three fronts, 
that may be identified as the three "Gs": the godless, the gays, and the girls. Each has sought to 
become a part of the Boy Scout movement, and to each the Boy Scouts have replied that 
including them is incompatible with the organization's mission and purpose. Each has taken the 
Boy Scouts to court. And in each instance, thus far, the Boy Scouts have won. 

The Atheist Challenge 

In Chicago, a father has filed suit in federal district court asking for an order requiring the 
Boy Scouts of America to admit his son into Cub Scouts despite his refusal to sign a statement 
that includes an affirmation of reverence for God. Years earlier, the father had fought in court for 
his beliefs, arguing that he should be entitled to conscientious objector status even though his 
pacifist beliefs were not based upon a faith in God. He says, ''Twenty-five years ago, I faced a 
three-year prison term for saying I didn't believe in a supreme being. I'm not about to retract that. 
now to get [my son] into the Boy Scouts." 

And in California, the father of twin boys has filed a lawsuit against the Orange County 
branch of the Boy Scouts of America, alleging that the Scouts violated the boys' civil rights by 
expelling them from Cub Scouts for refusing to say the word "God" in the Cub Scout Oath. As 
one of the twins says, "People should be able to believe whatever they want, or they don't have to 
believe anything at all." Their attorney argues that Cub Scouts is a patriotic organization, not a 
religious organization, and therefore should be prohibited from practicing religious 
discrimination. 

But the Boy Scout attorney answers, "Nobody has excluded the ... boys from Cub 
Scouting. They have elected to exclude themselves by refusing to accept the values on which 
Cub Scouting is based." 

The controversy is portrayed as though the Scouts are trying to impose their values upon 
these boys. In fact, the opposite is true. No one is telling these boys they have to believe in God. 
The Scouts are simply telling the boys that they cannot be atheists and Boy Scouts at the same 
time. They must choose one or the other. 

Why can't atheists be good Boy Scouts? Because, to the Boy Scouts, belief in God is 
more than an article of religious doctrine. The Boy Scouts of America is not a religious 
organization, but it does teach that God is the source of all values and the foundation of moral 
character. While the Boy Scouts do not require members to belong to any particular church or to 
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believe any specific doctrine about God, they do emphatically require that their members believe 
in God. 

At weekly meetings, Scouts recite the Oath in which they promise, "On my honor I will 
do my best to do my duty to God .... "The Boy Scout Handbook explains: 

Your family and religious leaders teach you to know and love God and the ways in which 

God can be served. As a Scout, you do your duty to God by following the wisdom 

of those teachings in your daily life, and by respecting the rights of others to have 

their own religious beliefs. 

As the Oath continues, the Scout promises "to obey the Scout Law." This Law, also 
recited at troop meetings, declares that a Boy Scout must be trustworthy, loyal, helpful, friendly, 
courteous, kind, obedient, cheerful, thrifty, brave, clean, and reverent. 

While Scout leaders would say that all of these virtues are grounded in religious training 
and belief, the last of these -- reverence -- clearly relates to God. As the Handbook states: 

The word reverence refers to a profound respect for God. The wonders of the world 

remind us of our God's creative power. We find it in the tiny lines of a leaf and 

the great mysteries of the universe. It exists in the kindness of people and in the 

teachings of our families and religious leaders. 

We show our reverence by living our lives according to the ideals of our 

beliefs. The Scout benediction is "May the Great Master of all Scouts be with us 

until we meet again." 

The Boy Scouts often work closely with churches. Every Boy Scout troop, Cub Scout 
pack, or Explorer post must have a sponsoring organization. Sometimes these are schools, 
sometimes civic organizations; but the most common sponsors are churches. In this way the 
church helps the Scouting program, and the Scouts help the church by providing an integral part 
of the church's youth program. 

And while the sponsoring church could not refuse to accept a Scout just because he didn't 
belong to that church, the church is given considerable freedom to run its troop or pack in 
furtherance of its own religious needs. The National Office of the Boy Scouts of America has 
published manuals to help local Scout officials work with churches of various denominations. A 
January 1983 manual entitled Working with Baptist Churches declares that "the Scouting 
program is a resource to be used as an integral part of your ministry to youth and families." 

Many troops and packs have religious instruction as part of their meetings, and weekend 
campouts usually include a worship service on Sunday morning. The Boy Scout Songbook 
includes, along with secular songs, such hymns as "All Haft the Power of Jesus' Name," 
"Onward, Christian Soldiers," "Sholom A'leychem," "Abide with Me," "Faith of Our Fathers," 
and "O Worship the King." 

Working with various religious denominations, the Boy Scouts have arranged for the 
establishment of special religious awards. The Handbook explains that, while all Scouts must be 
reverent, a few "go further and give special service. This may qualify them for a religious 
emblem. Such an emblem is not a Scouting award. It is conferred on a Scout by his religious 
leader." 

These religious awards include the Ad Altare Dei (Roman Catholic), Alpha Omega 
(Eastern Orthodox), God and Country (various Protestant), Ararat (Armenian), Ner Tamid 
(Jewish), and the Living Faith (Lutheran). 

As the Boy Scouts have deemed their mission and purpose, faith in God is an essential 
part of Scouting. Plaintiffs in legal actions against the Boy Scouts may choose not to believe in 
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God, and they may believe that faith in God is unrelated to character building. But the Boy 
Scouts believe God does exist, and that faith in Him is essential to character building. And they, 
not the plaintiffs or the courts, have a right to define their mission and the means of attaining it. 
Those who are not attuned to the philosophy of the Boy Scouts have perfect freedom to join 
some other organization, but they do not have a right to require the Boy Scouts to alter their 
mission to accommodate them. 

The Homosexual Challenge 

A young man has filed suit in Los Angeles Superior Court arguing that the Boy Scout ban 
on homosexuality violates his civil rights. This young man is an Eagle Scout and would like to 
serve as a scoutmaster. The American Civil Liberties Union has come to his defense, claiming 
that the Boy Scouts are a business and therefore subject to anti-discrimination laws. 

The Boy Scouts argue that they are a private association, not a business, and therefore are 
exempt from these statutes. They maintain that homosexuality is incompatible with the mission 
and purpose of the Boy Scouts. In the Oath, the Scout promises to keep himself "physically 
strong, mentally awake, and morally straight." To help the Scout succeed in this area, the Boy 
Scout Handbook counsels him: "To be a person of strong character, guide your life with 
honesty, purity, and justice. Respect and defend the rights of all people. Your relationships with 
others should be honest and open. Be clean in your speech and actions, and faithful in your 
religious beliefs. The values you follow as a Scout will help you become virtuous and 
self-reliant." 

The Boy Scouts believe that homosexuality is inconsistent with being "clean" and 
"morally straight." Lee Sneath, spokesman for the National Office of the Boy Scouts, explains 
that "as an organization that stresses the values of the family, we believe that homosexuals do not 
provide the proper role model for our youth membership." 

Since homosexuality violates the teachings of most churches, the Boy Scouts would have 
difficulty keeping church sponsors if they allowed homosexuality. And parents would be hesitant 
to entrust their children to Scout leaders for campouts and other such activities if they suspected 
that those leaders might be homosexuals. 

The Feminist Challenge 

In Miami, a young girl has filed suit against the Boy Scouts of America to become a 
female Boy Scout. Her case relies upon three Supreme Court cases: Roberts v. United States 
Jaycees (1984), in which the Court upheld a Minnesota law requiring the Jaycees to admit 
women as members; Rotary International v. Rotary Club of Duarte (1987), which resulted in a 
similar ruling against Rotary; and New York State Club Association v. City of New York (1988), 
which produced a similar ruling against private men's clubs. 

But the Scouts maintain that their case is different from these three. In each of the above 
cases, the Court ruled that the admission of women would not impair the basic purposes of the 
club. By contrast, the Scouts maintain that their purpose is building character in young men, and 
they can fulfill this purpose best in a single-sex organization. 

This does not mean that Boy Scouts are anti-girl, any more than a religious organization 
such as Youth for Christ that ministers to children is anti-adult, or the American Cancer Society 
is against people with heart problems. But it is entirely appropriate for a benevolent organization 
to stake out a particular area of ministry and concentrate therein. And particularly with children 
of pre-teen and early teen years, having boys and girls together for campouts, etc. presents 
problems. 

Challenging a Freedom 
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All three of the challenges against Boy Scouts -- from atheists, homosexuals, and 
feminists -represent a basic misunderstanding of the very nature of freedom of association. In 
fact, in each of these cases, the plaintiff claims to be for freedom of association and for choice, 
but in fact each position is anti-freedom of association and anti-choice. In the name of free 
association, plaintiffs would deny the Boy Scouts the freedom to associate with one another for 
the common cause of advancing belief in God. In the name of free choice, plaintiffs would deny 
the Boy Scouts, their members, and their parents the freedom to associate with one another in an 
environment free from homosexual influence or other attitudes they find unacceptable. In the 
name of anti-discrimination, plaintiffs would deny to men and women the freedom to associate 
uniquely with their own gender. 

Each of these groups is, in effect, saying, "You must associate with us whether you want 
to or not, even though we don't share your organization's beliefs, purposes, or goals. And you'll 
just have to change those beliefs, purposes, and goals to accommodate us." The practical result 
of such a stance is that one more organization standing for traditional values is neutralized. 

If plaintiffs are successful in these lawsuits against the Boy Scouts, the matter will not 
end there. Atheist Scouts will undoubtedly claim that references to God in the Oath discriminate 
against their lack of belief and will demand that those phrases be removed. Homosexual Scouts 
will argue that teaching against homosexuality stigmatizes them and will insist that their sexual 
preference be respected as a legitimate lifestyle. Female Scouts will complain. that the masculine 
aspects of the program, and perhaps the name of the organization itself, is sexist and chauvinistic 
and must be changed. 

Whatever happened to the old American notion that if you didn't like a certain 
organization, you just didn't join it? Rather, you joined one you did like; or if you couldn't find 
any, you formed your own! When did we as a society decide that, if an organization is not to our 
liking, we must go to court to force it to accommodate our desires? When, in the name of 
freedom of association, did we adopt compulsory association and deny people the freedom not to 
associate? Are we a freer society today as a result? 

I thank God for my own Scouting experience, and for all it taught me: integrity, courage, 
patriotism, self-reliance, respect for authority, love for the outdoors, and reverence for God. I 
pray that it will be available for future generations of young men. 

And in memory I am transported back to Sioux City, Iowa and good old Troop 221. As 
the Scouts end their meeting, they form the closing circle. The Scoutmaster pronounces the 
benediction, the bugler plays taps, and the boys sing softly and reverently, 


Day is done, gone the sun, 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


New Hampshire Results 
Weeks of intense campaigning by presidential hopefuls in preparation for the New 
Hampshire primary culminated February 18th in victories for President George Bush and 
Democratic contender Paul Tsongas. A win was crucial for Mr. Bush, whose fortunes had been 
steadily waning since the end of the Persian Gulf war. Uppermost of Mr. Bush's problems was 
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the economy, and Republican contender Patrick Buchanan used New Hampshire's high 
unemployment rate and sluggish economy to attack the President's four lack-luster years in 
office. 

On the Democratic side, the early strength of Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton was sapped 
by charges of marital infidelity and the revelation that he had received a draft deferment in 1969 
by promising to join an ROTC program while at the same time maintaining an outspoken 
opposition to the Vietnam War. 

Clinton's problems enabled Tsongas, a former senator from Massachusetts, to take the 
lead, cashing in on his reputation as a thoughtful and "safe" candidate. 

New World Order Summit 

Meeting for the first time at the level of heads of state and government, the Security 
Council of the United Nations convened for a one-day summit on January 31st to chart the world 
body's course in the "new world order." Present at the all-day affair were the government heads 
of the permanent members of the Security Council: President George Bush of the United States, 
President Boris Yeltsin of Russia, Prime Minister Li Peng of China, Prime Minister John Major 
of Britain, and President Francois Mitterand of France. They were joined by government heads 
of countries serving two-year terms on the Council: Japan, Austria, Belgium, India, Morocco, 
Venezuela, Ecuador, Cape Verde, Hungary, and Zimbabwe. 

In a formal and largely scripted effort, the leaders hailed the end of the Cold War and a 
new era of peace and harmony among nations. They pledged support from their respective 
nations in increasing UN "peace-keeping" strength, and asked UN Secretary-General 
Boutros-Ghali to come up with proposals to make such a strengthening possible. One proposal 
under consideration called for using Article 43 of the United Nations Charter to form a rapid 
intervention force to quell disturbances throughout the world. A similar, but more ambitious, 
proposal called on member nations to help man a 500,000 member "standing reserve peace 
force" to deal with larger conflicts throughout the world. 

In a declaration issued during the summit, the Security Council made note of such 
situations as apartheid in South Africa, humanitarian violations in Iraq, and the Middle East 
peace process, as worthy of United Nations attention. 

Yeltsin, Bush at Camp David 

On February Ist, a day after the UN Security Council summit, President Bush and 
Russian President Boris Yeltsin met at Camp David to discuss future relations between their two 
countries. In a joint statement, the two leaders declared that Russia and the United States "do not 
regard each other as potential adversaries" and that the relationship between the two nations 
would be "characterized by friendship and partnership founded on mutual trust and respect and a 
common commitment to democracy and economic freedom." 

During the meetings, the two discussed future U.S. support for Yeltsin's program of 
"democratic reform" and also discussed arms control proposals which allegedly would reduce 
each nation to 2,500 deployable nuclear warheads. No concrete agreements were made, -- 
however, and further negotiations were to be pursued during Secretary of State James Baker's 
visit to Moscow later in the month. 

The only new business to come up between the two leaders was a proposal by President 
Bush that the two nations establish a joint center in which American scientists would join with 
Russia's nuclear experts in research projects. The stated purpose of the proposal was to keep the 
Russian scientists, who have reportedly been displaced by military cutbacks, from selling their 
expertise to terrorist countries seeking nuclear weapons capabilities. 
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Haitians Returned 

On February Ist, the United States began the forced repatriation of Haitian refugees 
following a Supreme Court decision that lifted an injunction against the forced return. The 
refugees had fled to the United States to get away from political and economic trouble in Haiti, 
and as many as 10,400 Haitian refugees were in custody at the American naval base at 
Guantanamo, Cuba, with many more stranded on boats offshore. 

Serial Killer Found Sane 

Milwaukee serial killer Jeffery Dahmer, who earlier confessed to the murder and 
dismemberment of 15 men and boys in Milwaukee, was sane when he committed the murders, a 
jury decided on February 15th. Defense attorneys had attempted to prove that Dahmer was 
insane when he committed the murders, and thus in need of institutional treatment, not prison. 
But the prosecution argued that Dahmer was evil, not insane, and could have controlled the 
sexual perversion which drove him to murder his victims. 

The jury took just one day to deliberate upon the 12 days of testimony, finding that 
Dahmer did not have a mental disease when he committed the killings. 

On February 17th, Milwaukee County Circuit Court Judge Laurence C. Gram Jr. 
sentenced Dahmer to 15 consecutive life prison terms. In a statement before sentencing, Dahmer 
apologized for the pain he had caused and asked the judge to give him no special consideration. 

-- DAVID W. BOHON 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Who's Misleading Whom? 

ITEM: Congressman Ray Thornton (D-AR) on December 13, 1991 wrote to one of his 
constituents claiming that the TRIM Bulletin this constituent had sent to him was "misleading." 
The Bulletin, published by Tax Reform IMmediately, showed how Thornton had voted on key 
money bills. "[Y]ou'll find that my actual record on spending is one of financial conservatism," 
Thornton wrote in his letter. "I've enclosed a recent newspaper article from the Arkansas 
Democrat-Gazette which considers every vote on the record. Please compare TRIM's ten issues 
with the complete survey of all bills as reported by the National Taxpayer's Union." 

CORRECTION: Representative Thornton is wrong, wrong, wrong. His record is not one of 
fiscal conservatism; the TRIM Bulletin did not cover ten issues; and the survey conducted by the 
National Taxpayer's Union Foundation (NTUF) did not consider every vote on the record. 

In fact, the NTUF study did not consider votes. The study instead tracked legislation 
sponsored or cosponsored by congressmen that would result in annual spending increases or 
reductions of $10 million or more. Presumably Thornton is familiar with the nature of the study 
since the Arkansas Democrat-Gazette article (dated December 10, 1991) that he enclosed with 
his letter explained, 'Thornton came out well [in the NTUF survey], in part because he was listed 
as a sponsor or co-sponsor on only three bills that would have caused new spending activity, 
according to the survey." And, in case any of the readers miss the point that the survey concerned 
sponsorships, not votes, the article stated in the very next sentence, "The survey ... did not track 
votes on spending." 

The NTUF survey that Thornton embraces shows that he had sponsored or co-sponsored 
bills costing a mere $513 million during the 102nd Congress. Yet, the TRIM Bulletin that he 
condemns (Fall-Winter 1991 issue) shows that he consistently voted for "high taxes and big 
government" eight times out of the eight issues listed. These votes include: 

* Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization ($25.4 billion); 

* Fiscal 1992 Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education Appropriations ($204 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


billion); and 

* Fiscal 1992 Agriculture Appropriations ($52.6 billion). 

Thornton may not sponsor legislation costing the taxpayers billions of dollars, but he 
certainly votes for big-spending legislation. 

It is worth noting that Thornton did not accuse TRIM of incorrectly listing any of his 
votes. He instead claims that the TRIM study is "misleading," apparently because it shows his 
record on only several votes as compared to the "complete" record that the NTUF study is 
supposed to depict. 

In other words, in Thornton's opinion the votes shown by TRIM are not representative of 
his overall record. Sadly, they are representative. But even if they weren't, his votes on other 
issues would not change the fact the he voted exactly as TRIM stated he did on the votes listed in 
its Bulletin. 

The President's Budget 

ITEM: On January 30th, the day after President George Bush submitted his fiscal 1993 budget 
to the Congress, the New York Times reported, "With minor exceptions, the new badger 
underscores Mr. Bush's intention of maintaining the same course the country has been on for the 
last dozen years, one in which the Government uses too and spending policy as little as possible 
to guide the nation's economic affairs." Also: "Mr. Bush relies in his budget proposals on 
fundamental Republican dogma: that spending on many domestic programs is basically 
wasteful... " 

CORRECTION: Republican administrations have used tax and spending policy extensively 
over the last dozen years, just as Democratic administrations did prior to the election of Ronald 
Reagan. Mr. Bush's fiscal 1993 budget proposal calls for spending $1.52 trillion, 124 percent 
more than the $678 billion that the government actually spent 12 years earlier in fiscal 1981. Mr. 
Bush's new budget also calls for tax revenues of $1.16 trillion (94 percent over fiscal 1981) and a 
deficit of $352 billion (346 percent over fiscal 1981). 

Federal spending consumed 22.7 percent of the nation's total output of goods and services 
as measured by the gross national product in fiscal 1981. But in Mr, Bush's budget, federal 
spending is expected to consume 24.0 percent of the GNP, an even larger bite than in 1981. 

Mr. Bush's fiscal 1993 budget earmarks 43 percent of total federal spending for direct 
benefit payments to individuals, 13 percent for grants to states and localities, and 5 percent for 
the bank bailout -- 61 percent just for wealth-redistribution programs. Add another 14 percent for 
net interest on the national debt and there's not much left. Yet Mr. Bush in his fiscal 1993 budget 
calls for double-digit percentage increases over the previous fiscal year for the following 
domestic programs: commerce and community development (14.4 percent), education and 
training (10.1 percent), energy (13.3 percent), and health and Medicare (11.4 percent). 

Strange Way of Accepting Guilt 

ITEM: The Associated Press reported on February 17th, "Serial killer Jeffrey Dahmer today 
was sentenced to 15 life prison terms after telling a judge, 'I take all the blame for what I did." 

CORRECTION: Although AP did not raise the question, one cannot help wondering why a 
man who takes "all the blame" for what he did would plead that he was insane when he 
committed his crimes and, therefore, not responsible for his actions. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


NATION Dragging 


America Down 
Less than three weeks after he took office in 1989, President Bush proposed a federal 
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budget looking several years into the future. It forecast fiscal 1992 spending of $1,249.2 billion 
with a deficit of a mere $30.6 billion, and fiscal 1993 spending of $1,284.1 with a surplus of $2.5 
billion. 

Three years later, on January 29, 1992, the same President admitted that the fiscal 1992 
deficit would top out at $399 billion, missing his target by a whopping $368 billion. And his new 
budget for fiscal 1993 calls for expenditures of $1,520 billion with an expected deficit of $352 
billion instead of the modest surplus projected back in 1989. 

The President's defenders will hastily point to the costs of the Persia Gulf war as an 
unexpected deficit producer. Never mind that allies paid many of these bills. 

They will plead that the deficits were caused by the savings and loan bailout. Yet, the 
cost to date of the S&L ripoff doesn't even add up to 20 percent of the enormous increase in 
domestic spending pried up during the first three Bush years. 

Then, say the Bush partisans, the recession caused federal revenues to dwindle, thereby 
escalating the deficit. Here, we are supposed to ignore the fact that enormous deficits throughout 
the Reagan-Bush 1980s have taken their toll, causing America to slow down and leading to less 
tax revenue for Uncle Sam. 

Domestic Spending Explosion 

The day before he issued his fiscal 1993 budget, President Bush delivered his State of the 
Union address to Congress and the nation. In it, he pledged to end wasteful spending and to 
eliminate 246 unnecessary federal programs. He even announced plans to reduce military 
spending. But the hard reality is that the 1,216-page budget document he unveiled the next day 
called for huge increases in domestic programs. 

The simple truth is that over the past three years with George Bush at the helm the ship of 
state's domestic spending has increased by $331 billion, from 22.1 percent of the gross domestic 
product to 25.2 percent. 

Beyond a multiplicity of federal programs requiring revenues, President Bush has 
cooperated in imposing an array of costly regulations on America's productive sector. Consider 
the burdens on business mandated by the Clean Air Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
and new ecology and civil rights measures. All of these make doing business more difficult while 
resulting in less tax revenue for government. 

Virtually everyone in America remembers the President's 1988 pledge: "Read my lips; no 
new taxes!" But in October 1990, he signed the largest tax increase in American history. In spite 
of the tax increase, the deficit grew. And, partly because of the tax increase, the recession 
deepened, proving once again that tax hikes are the last thing government should do during a 
recession. Next to last are more regulations impeding productivity. 

Poison to the Sick 

By giving us both, Mr. Bush has administered a dose of poison instead of needed 
medicine to the nation's already sick economy. The way to get out of a recession is to stimulate 
savings, investment, and production. The President seems to have a far different plan. 

The deficit figures supplied in recent federal budgets include a masterful bit of outright 
dishonesty. Consider last year's estimate of $206.3 billion for interest on the $3.5 trillion national 
debt. Look closely and you'll see that the figure given is for "net interest." What does this mean? 
Net interest is the actual interest on accumulated federal debt less money the government says it 
pays itself for securities it holds, such as those in the Social Security trust fund. 

Did the government actually earn anything because of surpluses in its trust funds. 
Absolutely not. This is a paper transaction that amounts to a lie. In 1992, the actual interest on 
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the national debt was $303.9 billion, higher than defense spending even before recent cuts. 

In a completely unguarded moment, HUD Secretary Jack Kemp labeled the new Bush 
anti-recession proposal "gimmicks." He was right. Instead of inconsequential gimmickry, the 
nation needs middle class tax cuts, a cancellation of numerous anti-business regulatory agencies 
and edicts, and a sharp rollback of federal spending. Then, just imagine the benefit to the entire 
nation if the growing burden of interest payments for the national debt could be lifted. Sad to 
say, George Bush and the majority in Congress are travelling down a completely different road. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Slightly over four years ago, the nation was inundated with the indiscretions of would-be 
presidential candidate Gary Hart. Now, we are being asked to look at those of presidential 
candidate Bill Clinton. There's a similarity in the two cases, but there are also some huge 
differences. 

Gary Hart had been dogged by charges of marital infidelity. He dared the press to follow 
him, saying, "If anybody wants to put a taft on me, go ahead. They'd be pretty bored." One 
reporter accepted the invitation and promptly caught Hart with a party girl. Political pros and 
voters alike decided that a candidate who would be so conspicuously dumb wasn't fit to be 
president. 

The Clinton Difference 

Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton admitted marital infidelity. With his wife at his side, he 
told a nationwide television audience, "I have acknowledged causing pain in my marriage." That 
should have ended the matter. If Mrs. Clinton is willing to grant forgiveness to her husband after 
he had broken the marriage vow, everyone should. 

But this incident involved a party girl who has insisted that she had a 12-year relationship 
with the governor, and that he had asked her to lie about it to protect him. He flatly and 
categorically denied her story, but she produced taped phone conversations that certainly 
sounded like the governor telling her how to handle any questions about their affair. 

The issue, therefore, is not marital infidelity. The issue boils down to the credibility of the 
candidate. In short, is Clinton lying?. A poll of 400 New Hampshire Democrats and 
independents taken immediately after the affair had been aired showed that only 6 percent 
thought infidelity was the important issue, but 52 percent felt that lying about it was of critical 
importance. 

Even if you hold that the marriage vow is weightier than the solemn oath of office 
required of a president, you have to admit that Americans downplay the former. If it can be 
shown that Clinton did indeed lie about his relationship with Gennifer Flowers, today's voters 
will consider him dead. 

Another Issue, A Real Issue 

Apart from this degrading he-said-she-said spectacle, there are plenty of other matters 
that ought to be on the minds of voters. Like Bill Clinton's membership, not only in the Council 
on Foreign Relations, but in the Trilateral Commission. Both organizations can be shown to be 
working for the "new world order" that includes world government and socialism. 
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Is Clinton a worthy opponent of George Bush when the President himself is a veteran 
member of both organizations? Are any of the Democrats vying with Clinton for the nomination 
believable when none will raise the issue of the Arkansas governor's close association with the 
Eastern Establishment? 

For 70 years, the Council on Foreign Relations has been working to undo America's 
sovereignty and create a world government. Its impact has been immense, and its escalating 
dominance over our nation's government can be measured by its none-too-idle boast that 382 of 
its members hold federal positions. The federal government is also infected with Trilateral 
alumni. With all the talk about the nation's economic malaise and the Bush penchant for 
substanceless pyrotechnics in the foreign policy arena, wouldn't you expect some of the other 
candidates to point to these highly indicative connections? 

Obviously, Bill Clinton won't talk because he's part of the clique. Should he become 
president, any change will be only in style. But, you wonder, why doesn't Tsongas, Harkin, 
Kerrey, or Brown tell voters that Clinton and Bush have the same pedigree. The answer, quite 
simply, is that these other candidates wish they had Clinton's connections. And attacking the 
CFR and the Trilaterals isn't going to endear them to these behind-the-scenes power brokers 
should Clinton's damage control fail to repair his tarnished image. 

Or, you might wonder why the press doesn't tell the voters that Clinton and Bush stand 
shoulder to shoulder in the Eastern Establishment. And the answer here is that many of the lions 
of the media are similarly connected. If there's a "no-no" in covering this political race, attacking 
membership in the Council and the Commission is it. 

So, the American people will accept or reject Bill Clinton not on the issue of infidelity, 
but only on whether or not he lied about it. And the more substantive issue of his establishment 
connections and what they mean for this nation will remain a non-issue for the candidates and 
the media. 


-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 


It was the 3,046th meeting of the United Nations Security Council, but the meeting on 
January 31st marked the first time ever that the body had convened at the level of heads of state 
or government. The exalted group of world leaders representing the five permanent and ten 
rotating member states of the council included a king, five presidents, five prime ministers, a 
chancellor, a premier, and two foreign ministers. 

Religious Overtone 

The gathering took on a religious aura as, one by one, the chiefs all dutifully worshipped 
at the UN altar, referred to the UN Charter with a reverence reserved for Holy Writ, and recited 
the familiar doxology typical of these increasingly frequent "summits": "new world order ... 
peace, equity and justice ... interdependence ... global harmony ... democracy ... human rights ... 
the rule of law ... collective security ... an enhanced and strengthened United Nations, etc., etc." 

President Bush devoutly extolled "the sacred principles enshrined in the United Nations 
Charter" and, recalling its messianic mission, proclaimed,"For perhaps the first time since that 
hopeful moment in San Francisco, we can look at our Charter as a living, breathing document." 
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The UN's newly-installed Secretary General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali was no less inspired with 
the spiritual purpose of the world organization. He called for additional summit-level meetings of 
the Security Council (perhaps its name will be changed to Global High Church of the New 
World Order) since this "would also assure that transfiguration of this house which the world 
hopes to be completed before its fiftieth anniversary, in 1995." How he divined that "the world 
hopes" for this completion by that particular birthday, he did not say. 

And he did not have to explain the motive behind his use of biblical metaphor; that was 
transparent. Webster's defines "transfigure" thusly: "to give a new and typically exalted or 
spiritual appearance to." "Transfiguration," of course, to the Christian mind, recalls the Gospel 
account of our Lord's manifestation of His divine glory. Ghali obviously knows the power of the 
symbolism he uses, and like his fellow true believers in the one-world gospel, realizes that much 
more of this evangelization is necessary if the masses are to be sold on the idea of the UN as 
savior. 

Even Boris Yeltsin was appropriately religious, referring to the UN as "the political 
Olympus of the contemporary world." Venezuelan President Carlos Andres Perez proclaimed 
that "the United Nations is indispensable to us all"; presumably we cannot survive without it. 
"This means," said Perez, "placing our trust in its leadership and in its set-up, as well as in the 
decision making machinery. The guiding principles must be those that inspired its establishment, 
now brought to complete fruition." Quite a contrast with the scriptural injunction to "trust in the 
Lord," and far indeed from the admonitions of our Founding Fathers to trust not in men (nor in 
government) but instead to "bind them down from mischief with the chains of the Constitution." 

A Bigger and Better UN? 

Such quaint notions held no sway with these internationalists, of course. The participants 
in this special convocation of the Security Council were virtually unanimous in their support of a 
greatly expanded United Nations invested with vast new powers. This is necessary, they said, 
because of the rapid "acceleration of history," the "critical stage" of current world events, "global 
instability," "nuclear proliferation," and the many "threats to peace and security" presented by 
economic, social, humanitarian, and ecological "sources of instability." 

The obsolete nation-state is not up to the task, one speaker after another averred. Ghali 
explained that in the new order "State sovereignty takes a new meaning." "Narrow nationalism," 
warned the Egyptian, "...can disrupt a peaceful global existence. Nations are too interdependent, 
national frontiers are too porous and transnational realities ... too dangerous to permit egocentric 
isolationism." 

Repeated calls were made for increasing the powers of the Secretary-General, enhancing 
the jurisdiction of the World Court, expanding the membership of the Security Council and 
abolishing the veto power of the five permanent members, establishing a permanent funding 
mechanism for "peacekeeping." convening a Summit on Social Development. increasing 
economic aid from North to South, etc. Hardly a speaker failed to hail the "end of the Cold War" 
and the end of communism, but socialist thought is still the order of the day in the House that 
Hiss built. 

A "Collective Heritage" 

In Marxist fashion typical of the UN we've known for decades, President Perez reminded 
us that natural resources are a "collective heritage." In like manner, India's Prime Minister P.V. 
Narasimha Rao called for UN protection of "the world's natural resources -- land, water and air -- 
which are really humanity's common heritage." This is a well-known code for the socialist attack 
on private property and free enterprise, the best hope that the (formed communist and developing 
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countries have to rescue them from the dire poverty and environmental devastation wrought by 
years of collectivism. 

True to his socialist roots, French President Francois Mitterand led the charge for global 
wealth redistribution and was a prime proponent of "a world summit on social development" (as 
if we are not going broke and dizzy already from the feverish summit-mania of the past couple 
years). Moreover, he wants to see a stronger UN presence in our classrooms. According to 
Monsieur Mitterand, "democracy begins in the schools. We must consider and renew the role of 
the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO] to make it 
exemplary, to consolidate it." 

Military Punch 

Mitterand's grandest proposal, however, was his call for establishing a rapid-deployment 
UN army. "I state that for its part France is ready to make available to the Secretary-General a 
1,000-man contingent for peace-keeping operations, at any time, on 48-hours notice," said the 
benevolent, peaceful Frenchman. "That figure could be doubled within a week." Belgian Prime 
Minister Wilfried Martens seconded Mitterand's proposal and assured that "Belgium will ensure 
rapid deployment of Belgian contingents in United Nations peacekeeping forces." The proposal 
was immediately endorsed by Russian President Boris Yeltsin and Hungarian Foreign Minister 
Geza Jeszenszky. 

Los Angeles Times staff writer Norman Kempster, in an article titled "Army Would Give 
UN New Punch" (February 1, 1992) noted, "Creating a standing army under the control of the 
United Nations Security Council would give the world organization a military punch it has never 
had before and could convert it into a full-time international police department." A truly chilling 
thought. Kempster continued: "If adopted ... the plan would mark the transformation of the 
Security Council from a Cold War-hobbled debating society to an organization with the power to 
enforce its decisions ...." Even more chilling. 

Not to be outdone, Yeltsin declared to the august assemblage: "I think the time has come 
to consider creating a global defense system for the world community. It could be based on a 
reorientation of the United States Strategic Defense Initiative, to make use of high technologies 
developed in Russia's defense complex." This magnanimous gesture, said Yeltsin, was due to the 
fact that "Russia regards the United States and the West not as mere partners but rather as allies." 

And to prove that the "Evil Empire" is no more and his devotion to human rights is 
genuine, Yeltsin announced: "A few days ago the 10 remaining political prisoners were pardoned 
by decree of the President of the Russian Federation. There are no longer any prisoners of 
conscience in free Russia." There were no guffaws and no one had the bad manners to ask what 
had happened to the consciences of the millions of other political, social, and religious prisoners 
still populating the gulags. 

Recalling Tiananmen Square 

Likewise, when Red Chinese Premier Li Peng, the "Butcher of Tiananmen Square," rose 
to speak of "human rights," "peaceful coexistence," and "social tranquility," he was met with 
respectful attentiveness. He was given a world stage for the most outrageous propaganda. China, 
he proclaimed, "will never become a threat to any country or any region of the world. China is of 
the view that no country should seek hegemony or practice power politics." His government, he 
said, looked forward to "the establishment of a new international order that will be stable, 
rational, just and conducive to world peace and development." Not only was he not hooted down, 
but he was also accorded prestige in separate meetings with Presidents Bush and Yeltsin and 
Prime Ministers Major and Miyazawa. 
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The hundreds of Chinese demonstrators who came to protest this travesty were kept 
blocks away from the UN building by security forces. The Los Angeles Times reported this 
lamentation by one of the young demonstrators: "'His [Li's] hand is full of the blood and tears of 
the Chinese people, and I don't understand why world leaders would shake hands with him,' said 
a weeping Chai Ling, one of the leaders of the Tiananmen Square pro-democracy 
demonstrations." 

Although the Security Council Summit represented a giant step forward in new world 
order posturing, politicking, and evangelizing, very little was said or done that should have 
surprised readers of these pages. The lofty speeches of Bush, Mitterand, Major, Perez, Peng, et. 
al., came right out of the pages of Foreign Affairs as well as from other writings of the 
canonized policy "experts" of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). The big difference is that 
now, in the later stages of the "game," the one-worlders are having to come out more into the 
open with their schemes. They have to magnify, manipulate or manufacture various "crises" to 
justify their demands for the progressive transfer of political, economic, and military power to 
the global structures they are creating. The Mitterand UN rapid deployment force is just the 
beginning. 

Media Blitz 

Already the CFR-media campaign is underway to expand far beyond the Frenchman's 
"modest" proposal. In a New York Times column of February Ist, ("Create a UN Fire Brigade"), 
CFR apostle Joseph S. Nye, Jr. writes: "If a new world order is ultimately to emerge from 
yesterday's summit meeting of the world's leaders at the UN, they will have to stretch their 
imaginations." "The U.S.," says Nye, "should go beyond rhetoric to promote a new order .... To 
achieve this, the U.S. ought to propose the creation of a UN rapid-deployment force [to be] made 
up of 60,000 troops in brigades from 12 countries." 

These people have already gone on record many times in favor of a complete transfer of 
all strategic and conventional arms and armed forces to the United Nations. You can expect them 
soon to begin publicly floating these proposals with increasing regularity. They are gambling that 
Americans are so frightened and confused by the state of the world that they will abandon 
American sovereignty, independence, and constitutional government to embrace an all-powerful 
world government under the United Nations. Pray to God they are wrong. Now, more than ever, 
we must raise the cry: Get US out! 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ Landslide Victory. Syrian dictator Hafez Assad knows how to get elected. The results of the 

largely unnoticed December 3rd election was a resounding victory for Assad, the born again 
democrat. Of the 6,786, 193 eligible voters in Syria, 6,727,992 voted for Assad and only 396 
voted against him. Some cynics noted that the fact that Assad was the only candidate allowed on 
the ballot probably increased his margin of victory. 

¢ Plowing the Taxpayers Under. A series of investigative articles in the Kansas City Star last 
December on the U.S. Department of Agriculture revealed that in ten states there are more 
"farmers" receiving federal farm subsidy payments than there are farms. 

The report cites the example of R.B. Flowers, a cotton farmer in Mississippi, who reaped 
$1.7 million in subsidy payments in 1988 and 1989. Flowers split up his farm to allow for federal 
payments to nearly two dozen "farmers," which included his various relatives, a foundation, a 
church, and even a local Boy Scout council. Eventually the USDA tried to cut off payments to 
Flowers, but a U.S. District judge had them reinstated. 
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Other excesses documented by the Star include allocating millions of tax dollars in 
advertising subsidies for mega-corporations, such as Sunkist ($9.2 million), Pillsbury ($1.2 
million), and Dole ($4.3 million), to market their products abroad. 

The Kansas City Star articles have been collected in a powerful 24-page reprint which is 
available for free. A copy may be obtained by calling (816) 889-7827, and then pushing 1411 on 
your touch-tone telephone. 

¢ Swamped EPA Soaks Taxpayers. The Environmental Protection Agency has been 
"swamped" with letters from citizens concerned about federal wetlands regulations. According to 
a States News Service dispatch last December, the EPA has received more than 40,000 letters on 
the volatile issue. The volume of letters was too great for the agency to handle, according to 
wetlands chief Greg Peck. So the EPA has spent $400,000 to have outside contractors copy and 
index each of the 40,000-plus letters. That's a cost of about ten dollars per letter to taxpayers. 

¢ Now Air Pollution Is Good. An article in the January issue of Science magazine has 
environmentalists in a quandary. The article concludes that aerosols reflect excess heat and 
ultraviolet waves back into space and help to prevent global warming. The article also notes that 
most man-made aerosols are created from sulfur emissions associated with fossil fuel use. In 
other words, the air pollution created from using your car and turning up the heat in your home 
helps stop global warming. Another major source of aerosols are those spray cans the 
environmentalists worked so hard to ban in the 1970s and 1980s. No word yet from the Sierra 
Club about a rumored campaign to bring back aerosol cans and "spray away global warming." 

¢ More POW/MIA Admissions. U.S. Senator David Boren (D-OK), chairman of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, recently made some remarkable statements to the Oklahoma City 
Oklahoman. Boren was quoted by the daily newspaper on January Ist as saying: "I think that we 
are going to find that a lot more [than 10 live POW's] were left in Laos. I simply think that -- and 
it's been true in the administrations of both parties -- when the agreements were made [at the end 
of the Vietnam War], and they were anxious to get agreements at that time, I think there were 
people involved in it that simply wanted to go get the agreements and they didn't want to have all 
the questions raised at that time. Once they sort of decided not to disclose it at the time of 
agreement, then everybody, the next year, they decided they still didn't want to disclose it, it was 
too embarrassing. The longer it went ... the more embarrassing it got to be." 

In a related event, public pressure has resulted in another printing of An Examination of 
U.S. Policy on POW/MIAs. It is available for the asking from: Minority Staff of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, 452 Dirkson Office Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

¢ Good Medicine. Representative Jim Nuzzle (R-IA) has the perfect cure for America's health 
care "crisis." He tells his constituents, "I will not support a government run health care system. 
This sort of health care system would have the compassion of the IRS, the efficiency of the Post 
Office, and control costs as effectively as the Pentagon." 
¢ Which Is It? The Pentagon and the CIA have sharply disagreed with the FBI in recent weeks 
over the threat from the former Soviet Union. At a January 21st press conference, FBI Director 
William Sessions asserted, "We have seen no lessening of activity" in intelligence operations 
from the former Soviet Union. The next day, the directors of the CIA and the Defense 
Intelligence Agency told the Senate Armed Services Committee that there was virtually no threat 
from the Commonwealth of Independent States and that military production had been sharply 
reduced. 
-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


AMERICAN OPINION America's Culture War - We can't 
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WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Mr. Grigg is a newspaper columnist and a regular contributor to THE NEW AMERICAN. 


In San Francisco, a young pastor hires an organist to serve in his small orthodox 
Presbyterian congregation. In short order it is discovered that the musician is an unrepentant 
homosexual. The congregation, in compliance with the dictates of its faith and within its First 
Amendment prerogatives, regretfully dismisses the organist. An "anti-discrimination" lawsuit 
develops, and after a lengthy legal battle the church prevails. However, the homosexual rights 
lobby decides to pursue "tolerance" by other means. 

Chuck Mcllhenny, the embattled young pastor, testifies that "when the case hit the front 
page of the local newspapers, we received so many death threats that we had to leave the city." 

After a brief retreat, McIlhenny and his family return to San Francisco, where the pastor 
becomes an activist in opposition to the demands of homosexuals. As McIlhenny becomes more 
visible, his church and family become targets of an intimidation campaign: "People will come to 
our house during the day, sometimes in the middle of the night, and scream at us, or they'll park 
their car in front of the house and blare their horn for minutes on end." 

While MclIlhenny and his congregants endure the intimidation, supporters of a "domestic 
partnership" proposal (which would grant to homosexual couples many of the legal rights and 
immunities enjoyed by married couples) describe San Francisco as "an island of civility." 
Homosexual activist Richmond Young, who describes MclIlhenny as an "anti-gay bigot," 
declares, "I like to think of San Francisco as the vanguard of the Declaration of Independence. 
San Francisco has a reputation of tolerance, and a history of enjoying and reveling in 
eccentricity. That's just part of the common experience and identity of the city." 

Attacking "Intolerance" 

Elsewhere in California, others who "revel in eccentricity" have been doing their part to 
buttress the state's "reputation of tolerance." In retaliation for Governor Pete Wilson's decision to 
veto a homosexual rights measure, militant homosexuals picketed the Sacramento office of 
Reverend Lou Sheldon's Traditional Values Coalition, attempting to empty bags of manure on 
the office carpet. Governor Wilson, an Establishment Republican, quickly condemned the forces 
of intolerance -- not the rampaging homosexuals, but those whom the governor was pleased to 
call "the tiny minority of mean-spirited, gay-bashing bigots." Reasonable people may be 
prompted to inquire, "Who is bashing whom?" 

Many reasonable people are understandably reluctant to consider California 
representative of mainstream America. But Utah is generally considered to be as conservative as 
California is eccentric. During the October 1990 Mormon General Conference in Salt Lake City, 
Mormon leader Boyd K. Packer presented a talk in which he condemned abortion, drug abuse, 
and homosexuality as grievous sins. The speech provoked the ire of Queer Nation, a militant 
homosexual group, which promptly organized a chapter in Salt Lake City. At the Mormon's 
April 1991 General Conference, Queer Nation activists surrounded the Mormon Tabernacle, 
pestering worshippers and displaying signs that ridiculed Packer and other church officials. 

In late 1991, the Queer Nation tribe took exception to the opinions of Mills Crenshaw and 
Jim Kirkwood, two talk-show hosts for a Salt Lake City radio station. The tribe met with station 
managers in an attempt to silence the hosts, and also sent letters to the station's advertisers 
demanding that they pull their ads from the offending shows. 

Respectable Perversion 
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While the conflict between the militant homosexual population and Utah's mainstream 
has escalated, the "respectable" homosexual population has received favorable treatment in the 
local media. A sympathetic cover story in the Salt Lake Tribune reported that Salt Lake City has 
11 gay bars and clubs -- compared with the 23 gay bars and clubs to be found in Philadelphia, a 
city ten times larger than Salt Lake. The story added that Utah has a total of 55 gay and lesbian 
social and support groups. In Provo, home of Brigham Young University, a support group called 
Legacy has been formed for homosexual Mormons. 

With the increased visibility of Utah's homosexual population has come an "increased 
awareness" of the supposed problem of anti-homosexual "violence." Utah's overwhelmingly 
Republican (and Mormon) legislature has begun serious consideration of a "hate crimes" bill that 
would gather statistics about crimes committed against minorities, women, and homosexuals. In 
drafting the Utah bill, legislators drew inspiration from the national hate crimes measure signed 
by President Bush in 1990, a measure that received prominent support from Utah's 
"conservative" Republican Senator Orrin Hatch. 

Support for the hate crimes measure has come from the editorial page of the conservative 
Deseret News, which concedes that "homosexuality is vile" but insists, "More than half the 
identified hate crimes in Utah are aimed at homosexuals. If it takes laws with extra penalties to 
curb these assaults, then that is what should be done." 

Such a declaration not only surrenders the principle of equal justice under the law, it 
subverts the paper's moral position. Under the standard presently used to define hate crimes, the 
expression "homosexuality is vile" would qualify as a criminal assault. The Deseret News 
editorial chides Utah for being the last state in the Union to pass a hate crimes law, observing 
that "Utah was settled by people fleeing hate crimes. Such persecution ought to be understood 
better here than in many other communities." 


The developing struggle over homosexual "rights" is just one battlefront in America's cultural 
war. In the arena of the arts, syndicated columnist Don Feder has dutifully tabulated some of the 
cultural investments that have been supervised by George Bush and John Frohnmeyer, head of 
the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). Although the NEA has come under heavy criticism 
for its subsidy of sacrilege, Frohnmeyer insists, "Our aim is to support the most excellent art." 
The ideals embodied in the NEA's preferred art are, to be charitable, indulgently eccentric. Feder 
observes: 

In the pursuit of excellence, the endowment has connected us to such aesthetic treasures 

as homoerotic cinema, lesbian poetry, sadomasochistic photography and child 

pomography ... for the umpteenth year in a row, the NEA gave a grant to the San 

Francisco Gay and Lesbian Film Festival, which screens movies with titles that 

can't be printed in a newspaper column. 

Others favored by the NEA include "performance artist" Karen Finley, who performs a 
nude act that in a less "enlightened" context would be called burlesque. Another "performance 
artist" named Holly Hughes, a self-described "man-hating lesbian," has received a grant for a 
production that "explores feminist themes using subject matter dealing with vampirism." 

The NEA has also given a $70,000 subsidy to a pro-abortion "public service 
announcement" produced by Creative Time, a New York City "arts group." Creative Time also 
used NEA money to produce an anti-AIDS subway ad that depicted homosexual couples kissing. 
The same group has used NEA money to produce a festival for transvestites. 

In America's cultural war, President Bush has earnestly supported both sides. Following 
the quasi-pornographic Clarence Thomas sexual harassment hearings and the William Kennedy 
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Smith rape trial, Mr. Bush spoke disapprovingly of the public discussion of sexual practices. But 
he reflexively defends Frohnmeyer's work at the NEA: "I support John Frohnmeyer ... in my 
view, he's doing a good job." 

The President appears to be willfully ignorant of the irony of his dual position. It has 
been pointed out that if a man were to take a female co-worker to some of the gamier NEA 
exhibits, he could conceivably be charged with sexual harassment. How is it that America's 
public culture finds itself rent by such contradictory impulses? 

Contending Faiths 

In his new book Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America, James Davidson 
Hunter defines the present cultural conflict as "political and social hostility rooted in different 
systems of moral understanding." Hunter states that "because this is a culture war, the nub of 
political disagreement today on the range of issues debated -- whether abortion, child care, 
funding for the arts, affirmative action and quotas, gay rights, values in public education, or 
multiculturalism -- can be traced ultimately and finally to the matter of moral authority." 

Hunter describes the combatants in the cultural war as "orthodoxy," which he defines as 
"the commitment to an external, definable, and transcendent authority." and "progressivism," 
which defines moral authority "by the spirit of the modern age, a spirit of rationalism and 
subjectivism." 

Hunter notes that between the time of America's founding and the late 19th Century, 
America was, in a cultural sense, a Judeo-Christian nation. When Alexis de Toqueville visited 
America during the infancy of the republic, he discovered that America's religious foundation 
was unquestioned and universally acknowledged. He stated: "It must never be forgotten that 
religion gave birth to Anglo-American society ... in the United States Christian sects are 
infinitely diversified and perpetually modified, but Christianity itself is a fact so irresistibly 
established that no one undertakes either to attack or defend it." 

Toqueville allowed that he didn't "know whether all Americans have a sincere faith in 
their religion, for who can search the human heart?" However, he was "certain that [Americans] 
hold [religion] to be indispensable to the maintenance of republican institutions." 

Toqueville was impressed by the contrast between the American and the French 
revolutions -- the former leading to the establishment of ordered liberty and prosperity, the latter 
generating a "numerous and turbulent multitude" that presided over bloodshed, chaos, and 
despotism. Among his observations about the early American republic, Toqueville offered 
Americans some useful admonitions: "Despotism may govern without faith, but liberty cannot... 
how is it possible that society should escape destruction if the moral tie is not strengthened as the 
political tie is relaxed?" 

From Topsoil to Dust 

For over a century, determined enemies of ordered liberty have assailed the distinctive 
concepts of American governance: biblical morality and republican ideals. These concepts have 
been replaced by moral relativism and unrestrained democracy. Relativism -- what could be 
called democracy in the realm of values -- is a necessary precondition for political democracy, in 
which government is subject not to laws which protect the God-given rights of the individual, but 
to the whim of a simple majority. 

Madison wrote that democracies "have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; 
have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property .... 
"Toqueville observed that "Democratic nations love change for its own sake"; constant, 
supposedly autonomous change is considered to be an unqualified good. But in such a society, 
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Toqueville warned, the "tie which unites one generation to another is relaxed or broken; every 
man readily loses the trace of the ideas of his forefathers or does not care about them." In short 
order, "Men are no longer bound by ideas but by interests; and it would seem as if human 
opinions were reduced to a sort of intellectual dust, scattered on every side, unable to collect, 
unable to cohere." 


There exists a natural antagonism between the State and such natural institutions as the family 
and religion, which perform the job of transmitting transcendent values and providing for the 
collective life of society. The natural tendency of the State is toward growth, and such growth 
can only be accomplished by first subverting the ideas and values around which natural 
collectives coalesce. 

Faith Refashioned 

Hunter notes that "progressive" religious movements are natural allies of the expanding 
State. Such movements "re-symbolize" historic faiths in a fashion compatible with modern 
dogma and increased State authority: "The premise of this resymbolization is usually the 
intentional rejection of the form and content of orthodoxy." This process began in the late 19th 
Century, as "progressives" in the major American denominations began to re-interpret biblical 
texts in the light of such modern dogmas as "historicism" (the belief that truth is a function of 
historical context). 

This "re-symbolization" of religion, which is done at the expense of historic and moral 
content, offers radicals a potent symbolic vocabulary. Thus homosexual activist Richmond 
Young can claim to be a faithful Catholic even as he declares, "On the matter of sexuality, the 
Church reflects ancient prejudices designed to control people -- to make them more dependent 
upon the Church -- rather than the true teachings of Jesus .... I see Jesus recognizing everyone's 
radical equality." 

Church's Fading Distinction 

In 1991, several mainline denominations considered revising their teachings about 
sexuality. The Presbyterian Church's Human Sexuality report of February 1991 declared that the 
church should "not condemn, out of hand, any sexual relations in which there is genuine equality 
and mutual respect .... What matters is not narrowly whether sexually active adults are married or 
not, but rather whether they embody justice-love in their relating .... Homosexual love, no less 
and no more than heterosexual love, is right and good." 

In July 1991, the Episcopal Church issued a report on the ordination of homosexuals. The 
document announced that the church could ordain homosexuals in spite of a 1979 church 
resolution against such ordinations. Further, the church will "begin the process of developing the 
liturgical forms" to include homosexual "marriages." 

In December, the United Methodist Church issued a report declaring that homosexuals 
"might as Christians enter into committed same-sex monogamous relationships" and that 
homosexuality "is a human variant, one that can be healthy and whole." 

Also in December, the Evangelical Lutheran Church of America produced a human 
sexuality report that described sexuality as "God's good gift to all people. Many gay men and 
lesbian women are well adjusted and live out faithful, committed sexual relationships." 
Regarding single people, the report said that "the church affirms that they, too, are sexual beings 
but typically has said or done little to help them live out their sexuality." 

Those who seek transcendent absolutes from their churches are often left begging. Where 
can the devout go for guidance if their church offers a tardy recapitulation of secular heresies? 
Reverend Thomas Oden, a traditionalist United Methodist minister at Drew University, told the 
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Washington Times that the rise of liberal activists in Protestant church bureaucracies represents 
the "McGovernization" of the church: "What has happened to the Democratic Party has 
happened to the United Methodist Church." Reverend Robert Prichard, an orthodox 
Episcopalian, confirms Oden's analysis: "Clergy are more liberal than the laity, and the national 
leadership tends to be more liberal still." 

The flavor of modern theological education was captured in a Harvard Divinity School 
bulletin excerpted in the August/September issue of First Things magazine. Among the notices 
could be found, 

It's a baby! Kevin Cranston, Visiting Lecturer on Ministry, and his lover, John Enos, 

proudly announce the birth of their daughter, Amber Enos Cranston. Baby and 

mom are great. 

Such is the moral climate in which many of tomorrow's shepherds are taught. With 
secularists acquiring ever greater influence in institutional religion, where can citizens turn for 
moral instruction? To fill this need the State offers the public education monopoly. 

John Dewey, a primary architect of America's public education monopoly, wrote that "the 
teacher is always the prophet of the true God, and the usherer in of the true kingdom of God." 
The "true god" revered by Dewey, an anchored secularist, was the State, and the purpose of 
public education was to prepare young citizens for service to the State. 

Carolyn Warner, the former superintendent of Public Instruction in Arizona, amplified 
Dewey's conceit when she declared, 'Those who educate are more to be honored than those who 
bear the children. The latter give them only life, the former teach them the art of living." This 
arrogant pronouncement captures the division of labor favored by the Establishment: Parents are 
to give birth to children and provide for their physical needs, while State-supported "educators" 
preside over the moral development of the children. 

The "Censorship" Tactic 

Parents are constantly urged to get involved in education. However, when parental 
involvement includes the active defense of traditional values, it is decried as "censorship." 

In 1984, the American Library Association adopted a set of terms that define "the various 
levels of incidents which may or may not lead to censorship." They begin with "inquiry," a 
request for information about "the rationale behind the presence of a particular item in a 
collection." Next is an "expression of concern," which is described as "an inquiry that has 
judgmental overtones." Next comes a "complaint," where an offended individual presents written 
misgivings to library officials, followed by an "attack," a written complaint offered to the public, 
such as a letter to the editor of a newspaper. Finally, "censorship" occurs with "the removal [of a 
work] from open access by government authority." 

In August 1991, People for the American Way (PAW), Norman Lear's left-wing lobby, 
released a report entitled Attacks on the Freedom to Learn. According to the report, there were 
260 such "attacks" in 1990, over half of which came from parents who objected to programs or 
materials being used in public schools. 

Typical of the media's treatment of the PAW document was a report filed by Charles 
Sherill, the Washington correspondent for KSL-TV in Salt Lake City. Sherill described PAW as 
a group of "civil rights activists" and PAW's opponents as "well-organized ultra-conservative 
groups" (the media has yet to find an "ultra-liberal" group) who are supposedly becoming "more 
and more irrational" in spite of the supposed fact that their efforts at censorship are "paying off." 

Parents as Villains 

Two of those described by Sherill as "irrational" are Utah housewives whose activism 
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earned the label of censorship from PAW. They had traveled to Washington to hear PAW's press 
conference, but were not permitted to attend; this was a privilege reserved for the suitably 
"progressive." PAW President Arthur Kropp defended this action by insisting (without troubling 
himself to provide evidence) that the concerned Utahns sought to "disrupt the meeting." Sherill 
and his colleagues accepted the PAW characterization without reservation. None of them 
considered it worthwhile to ask the "civil rights activists" if their opponents had a right to 
confront their accusers, or why PAW didn't have the fortitude to face the Utahns when leveling 
the accusation of "censorship." 

Eric Buehrer, former vice president of Citizens for Excellence in Education, observes: 
"PAW leaves you with the impression that censorship is whatever they have mentioned in their 
report. They have even said that [a] school board is censoring when it decides not to choose a 
certain book or curriculum." 

The PAW report broadly accused parents of "guerilla-type assaults" upon public 
education; such "assaults" generally take the form of organized letter-writing campaigns. 
Buehrer notes, "They [PAW] say parents are doing terrible things, but in America, if you are 
concerned about an issue, you write letters to elected officials and newspaper editors. Parents are 
simply doing what anyone would do" in a representative government. But under the guidelines 
developed by the American Library Association -- and enforced by PAW with the help of the 
media -- a parent who "attacks" decisions made by the educational establishment by writing a 
letter is to be considered a "censor." 

Occasionally, concerned parents have to contend not only with orchestrated indignation, 
but with more tangible threats as well. John Vause, a mechanical engineer in Finley, 
Washington, was asked to join a local school district's textbook review committee. It was 
believed that Vause could make a valuable contribution because of his scientific background. 
When Vause discovered that local kindergarten and elementary school programs were using a 
reading series entitled Impressions, he voiced objections: The series offered "powerful, 
dark-sided literature" that borrowed heavily from the occult. Although he found allies on the 
committee, and a local child psychologist agreed with his objections, Vause found himself 
execrated as a "censor." 

Vause and his family were targeted for attacks -- both verbal and violent. His wife Cherie 
described the ordeal in Focus on the Family's Citizen newsletter: "One person tried to break 
down our door one night. Somebody slit a tire on our son's van. We finally had to change our 
phone number because we had numerous crank calls. A woman stood up at a board meeting one 
night and told me she hated my face. The high school principal said my husband should remove 
himself from the review committee because he was too prejudiced." 

The "anti-censorship" tactic has often served to silence parental complaints about public 
schools. Many parents reason that it is better to fight a rear-guard action against educational 
manipulation than to be anathematized as "censors." Accordingly, the educational establishment 
is promoting, with relative impunity, many courses and curricula that could be described as "PC 
Prep." 

In Madison, Wisconsin, schoolteachers are instructed to integrate lesbian history into 
public school curricula. The Focus on the Family Citizen newsletter reports that Madison-area 
teachers have been urged to present "positive role models" for homosexual youth, and that 
lesbian teachers in the district can play the desired roles. Teachers are told: "Subtlety is the key. 
Blatant, radical change only invites the negative reactions of Christian parents." Homosexual 
ideas can be incorporated in lessons through "the subtle introduction of terms, questions, stories 
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involving lesbian couples and other hidden messages." 

Be Kind to Witches 

PC indoctrination in public schools has attracted the attention of commentators in the 
liberal press. Writing in the August 19th-26th issue of the New Republic, Kay Sunstein 
Hymnowitz reports, "The latest minority to join the plethora of ethnic, sexual and cultural groups 
now seeking the status of victimhood are ... witches." According to the Anti-Bias Curriculum: 
Tools for Empowering Young Children, a publication of the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children, witches "have suffered too long from disparaging prejudice." 

Hymnowitz takes the reader on a visit to the Happy Medium School in Seattle, where 
pre-school teacher Deborah Goldsbury leads four- and five-year old students in a song about 
witches. The ditty includes the line, "Maybe your great, great grandmother was one." Says 
Goldsbury, "I also tell children about women I know who consider themselves to be witches. 
And I bring in some herbs so we can make potions together." 

The October 1991 issue of Harper's magazine provides an extensive excerpt from the 
Anti-Bias Curriculum. The specific method of "empowerment" discussed in the excerpt deals 
with a politically correct Halloween observance: 

The Halloween image of the "witch" -- old, ugly, wicked and dressed in black -- reflects 

stereotypes of gender, race and age: Powerful women are evil; old women are 

ugly and scary; the color black is evil ... the myth of the mean, ugly, evil witch 

reflects a history of witch-hunting and witch-burning in Europe and North 

America -- from the Middle Ages through the Salem Witch-hunts of the 

seventeenth century directed against midwives and other independent women. 

Adults are so accustomed to seeing this witch image as part of a "fun" 

holiday that it may seem "picky" to some of you to make this critique. However, 

some teachers are challenging it because it is so offensive, especially to many 

women. 

The excerpt continues with a day-by-day description of a witchcraft program devised by 
a teacher named Kay, whose charges are four- to six-year-old children. Over the course of five 
days, Kay instructs the children that witches are good, compassionate "healers" who use herbal 
remedies and spells to help people. On days three through five she sets up "a number of activities 
children can choose to do over the next week," including "a witch-healer table, where children 
can make their own potions." 

Following the week-long indoctrination session, "Kay has another brief discussion with 
the children about witches. 'What do you know about witch-healers?' She asks. The consensus is 
that witches fell into two categories. Some were bad, some were good. So although the activities 
don't completely change the children's minds, they do stretch thinking by creating a category of 
'some good witches." The indoctrination, though incomplete, has begun. 

If a concerned parent were to express disapproval about a "witch-healer" curriculum at a 
local school, the parent would immediately be branded a "censor" and confront an indignant, 
unified public school establishment. After all, children are to be regarded as the property of the 
educational monopoly. 

In many locations, educators are conscripting students into the environmental movement. 
Writing in the October 1991 issue of Reason, Thomas Harvey Holt describes the efforts of 
teachers to "raise the environmental awareness" of schoolchildren. With the help of the EPA's 
newly-created Office of Environmental Education, state and local school districts have 
developed guidelines for "environmental awareness" curricula and instructors are encouraged to 
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select from the ample smorgasbord of eco-disinformation prepared by environmentalist 
organizations. 

Globalism and "earth-friendly" misanthropy are consistent themes in the texts used in 
environmental education. Environmental Science: A Framework for Decision Making, is a 
college text adapted for high school use by Addison-Wesley. According to Holt, "The text 
describes Communist China's forced sterilizations and abortions as ‘highly successful’ and 
‘innovative’ programs to control population. And while the book does present point/counterpoint 
sidebars on various issues, little doubt is left about which view students are supposed to adopt: 
"Modern industrial society as we know it cannot continue." 

Students are ordered to "support politicians who take a strong and sensible stand on 
world hunger. Write the newspapers with your informed [read politically correct] opinions. Start 
or join discussion groups emphasizing the need for personal as well as widespread political 
changes." 

What kind of "widespread changes" should we expect? Toward socialism, of course: 
Students are taught that we should convert "the current economic system of unlimited growth to 
one of steady-state economics. Government can play a major role here [because] redistribution 
would yield a more equitable sharing of resources." 

Electronic Indoctrination 

The indoctrination continues after school hours. Cable magnate Ted Turner offers a 
syndicated cartoon entitled Captain Planet and the Planeteers., which fuses globalism, 
environmentalism, and witchcraft into one politically correct package. "Gaia" the "Spirit of the 
Earth" (visualized as a beautiful black goddess with the voice of Whoopi Goldberg) commissions 
five teenagers from different parts of the earth by sending them magic rings, each ring 
controlling one aspect of the environment. When the powers combine they summon a 
green-haired superhero called "Captain Planet." Of course, no parents are present to inhibit the 
Planeteers' crusade. When help is needed, the children can pray to Gaia or summon Captain 
Planet. Every adventure ends with the superhero offering the audience the benediction, 
"Remember -- the power is yours!" 

With its third-rate animation and abysmally poor writing, the cartoon could be considered 
a joke. But its heavy-handed eco-activism has earned it an "Award of Excellence" from the Film 
Advisory Board. 

Television also offers programs intended to "raise the consciousness" of teens regarding 
sex. Recently ABC re-broadcast an Afterschool Special entitled "A Question About Sex," a 1990 
melodrama in which a high school student conducts a school "speak-out" about the supposed 
need for a school-based sex clinic. The program's plot has the teen (acting with the invaluable 
help of the media, of course) overcome her mother's initial reluctance to support the clinic. A 
short time later ABC offered Growing Up in the Age of AIDS: A Town Meeting For the 
Family. In the program, Peter Jennings presides over a discussion in which teenagers lament the 
"inadequacy" of parental instruction about sex. 

The University of Wisconsin at Madison has produced and distributed a package of 
"Health-Line" audio cassettes intended to address "concerns of the, emotions and intellect." The 
recordings are used in school programs and telephone crisis counseling and suicide prevention 
programs. In the December 1991 issue of Chronicles, Florida Attorney John B. Thompson 
reviews the use of the "Health-Line" tapes in the South Florida "Link-Line" telephone counseling 
service. 

According to Thompson, the drug prevention tape sounds like a "head shop manual ... no 
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urging not to use cocaine is anywhere to be found." Furthermore, "Punch up any of the tapes that 
deal with teenage sex, and you will hear that such activity is free as long as partners are careful 
and know the risks. Parents and religion are portrayed as enemies and the source of sexual 
‘myths. 

The tape on homosexuality describes homosexuals as a "non-ethnic, non-racial minority 
group," and plays upon the sexual insecurities of developing adolescents: "You may be feeling 
very alone right now, as you search for your true sexual identity. You may be wondering if other 
people can tell, or may be frightened by what you are feeling or experiencing. There are other 
kids who are feeling just like you do." Young people are instructed that "among the excellent 
resources to learn more about homosexuality" is the "National Gay/Lesbian Crisis Line." 

CFR Link 

Thompson points out that "Link Line" is the creation of "an organization called the 
Committee for Economic Development, headquartered on Madison Avenue. The CED has, by its 
own admission, an ‘interlocking board' with the Council on Foreign Relations." 

The CED manual, Unfinished Agenda, states the following: "Profound changes in family 
structure and stability coupled with the necessity for educating all children are forcing society to 
assume a greater responsibility for the development of children. As a first step, every community 
should conduct a formal assessment of how it is addressing the needs of children, paying 
particular attention to the barriers that prevent change." The "barriers" to change are institutions 
like the church and the home; "change" requires the disruption of traditional bonds, the 
subversion of traditional sources of moral authority, and the creation of an educational and 
popular culture hostile to traditional absolute values. 

Defining American Society 

John Davidson Hunter points out that in the continuing cultural war, the deciding factor 
will be "the favoritism of the State." Presently, "The institutional resources and power behind the 
progressivist vision are at least as strong and probably much stronger than those favoring the 
orthodox. One of the strongest is the constitution of the knowledge industry itself -- the 
'reality-deeming' mechanisms of contemporary American society." 

Furthermore, states Hunter, "Surveys of the opinion media, intellectual and entertainment 
elites, studies of the curriculum of elementary and secondary school textbooks, among other 
sources, all make clear that it is here that progressivist ideals are most deeply institutionalized 
and most vigorously advocated." Hunter argues that the "knowledge industry and the modern 
state ... are linked in complex and fundamental ways." There is a natural collusion between them; 
each serves the other's interests. 

In one of his philippics against the tyrant Antony, the Roman orator Cicero declared that 
"my opponent has the advantage of me; he has done things that a gentleman cannot mention in 
public." Those who oppose the growth of the State and the coarsening of our culture find that the 
rules of debate are rigged against them. Merely by offering candid descriptions of the outrages of 
the National Endowment for the Arts, for example, traditionalists contribute to the erosion of 
public standards of decency. 

But Americans remain predominantly religious, and many of our public institutions still 
retain the impress of the Founding Fathers. The struggle, while difficult and relentlessly 
unpleasant, is far from lost. Indeed, the battle for the moral values that Americans hold dear, the 
only ones which can turn our nation back to its proper course, is one that we cannot afford to 
lose. 


WORTH REPEATING 
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Vice is a monster of so frightful mien, 
As to be hated needs but to be seen; 
Yet seen too oft, familiar with her face, 
We first endure, then pity, then embrace. 
-- ALEXANDER POPE 


Woe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put darkness for light, and light for 
darkness; that put bitter for sweet, and sweet for bitter! 

-- The Holy Bible 

Isaiah, chapter 5, verse 20 


The glory that is passing in the America that I was born in; that was given to me by 
courageous and far-seeing men, many of whom died for that purpose; that I grew up in, went to 
school in, and loved more every year as I came to understand what a miraculous achievement it 
was as compared with any other social group at any place or any time in the history of the world; 
... my America is being made over into a carbon copy of thousands of despotisms that have gone 
before. 

-- ROBERT WELCH 


True enough, the West has long suffered an affliction of the spirit .... One might say that 
the particular manifestation is human pride, inflamed by cheap-shot philosophizers armed with a 
whole shipload of bad-nineteenth-century information. Its most familiar carrier is secular 
humanism, that vision that has so strongly shaped this century and its isms. Out of pride, it 
deified men's science and cut us off from the riches of life beyond the reach of laboratory 
instruments. Out of desire, it created a purely materialistic -- and entirely fictitious -- conception 
of reality. To secure man's status as creator of the new reality, it dismissed the old Creator and 
announced that hereafter the universe belonged to the most intelligent of the apes. Human 
beings, in their quest for the stars, were therefore relegated to the status of beasts, and beasts, 
moreover, directed by nothing more than natural selection and economic principles. The West 
will regain its health in exact proportion to the speed with which it puts aside this whole banquet 
of utopian claptrap. 

-- GEORGE ROCHE 


The quality of civilization depends on a balance of body, mind and spirit in its people, 
measured on a scale less human than divine .... To survive, we must keep this balance. To 
progress, we must improve it. Science is upsetting it with an overemphasis of mind and a neglect 
of spirit and body. 

-- CHARLES A. LINDBERGH 


Morality, when vigorously alive, sees farther than intellect. 
-- J. A. FROUDE 


This America we live in today, literally, physically, and spiritually, is an estate, 
purposefully created for us by some very hard-working, farseeing, and self-sacrificing ancestors. 
And we are only "tenants for life" in this estate. We have inherited in it a life interest only. 
Nevertheless, at the rate we are going, ours will be the generation which passes this estate on to 
our heirs with the roof about to fall in, the fences tom down, and the grounds overrun with 
suffocating weeds. 
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Have we no moral fiber left? James Russell Lowell told our once sturdier breed: 'They 
have rights who dare maintain them." This is still true today. It is time to stop being ungrateful to 
ancestors who built so much and so well for our benefit. It's time to stop the senseless pillage of 
our personal freedoms, our opportunities, and our self-reliance. It's time to get up and start 
fighting for the principles in which we really believe; for those principles which are necessary in 
order to preserve this glorious American estate with some resemblance to its happier condition. 

-- ROBERT WELCH 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Battle Between 
Worldviews 

Understanding the Times, by David A. Noebel, Manitou Springs, CO: Summit Press, 
1991, 912 pages, $29.95. Available from General Birch Services, Box 8040, Appleton, WI 
54913. (Add $3.00 for shipping.) 

The New York Times ran an article on January 13, 1992 covering a recent action by Red 
Chinese authorities in Beijing. The action called for tighter controls on Christian activities that 
are not sponsored by churches affiliated with the government. 

However, the actions may have done more to spawn a revolution than avoid one. In fact, 
one believer at an illegal Bible discussion declared, "There is an inherent conflict between 
Christianity and Marxism, and this will mean a confrontation sometime in the future." 

Foundations for Conflict 

The foundations for it are being laid right now in every nation on earth including, if not 
especially, the United States. Never before have the fundamental teachings of Marxist-Leninism 
and secular humanism been more popular in the classrooms of our country than at present. 

This is truly a terrible irony when you consider that these teachings are being rejected by 
the peoples who have lived for generations under the oppression of Marxist-Leninist 
governments. These peoples understand from personal experience the lies and deceit inherent in 
these subversive philosophies. As David Noebel puts it, "A war of ideas rages throughout our 
nation ... and Christians are in danger of losing." 

Writing Understanding the Times from a Christian perspective, Noebel analyzes three 
fundamental worldviews competing for the minds and hearts of men: Christianity, secular 
humanism, and Marxism. He steadfastly maintains that Christianity is the correct view but that 
Christians are in danger of losing this war of ideas because, while they have increasingly. 
become disturbed about permissiveness, pornography, the public schools, the breakdown of the 
family, and abortion, they have not seen these as symptoms of a much larger and all 
encompassing problem. As Francis Schaeffer explains in A Christian Manifesto: "The basic 
problem of the Christians in this country in the last eighty years or so, in regard to society and in 
regard to government, is that they have seen things in bits and pieces instead of totals .... They 
have failed to see that all of this has come about due to a shift in the world view." 

The way the average American views the issues affecting his life is disjointed. Why? 
Because he no longer bases his judgments on a coherent system of absolute right and wrong, but 
simply on how he personally feels about an issue. He sees each individual issue as a separate 
entity in itself. None of them are related and, therefore, each should be evaluated by different 
criteria. And even that criteria cannot be valid in all situations because everything is relative. To 
him truth is ambiguous. 

In Noebel's view, it is at this point that the conflict between Christianity and Marxism 
and humanism begins. For God and His biblical principles claim to be absolute truth. They deal 
specifically or by extension with every aspect of life and teach that all aspects are interwoven 
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parts of a whole. 

Both secular humanists and Marxist-Leninists deny the existence of God. The heart of 
their worldview consists of situational ethics, materialism, spontaneous generation, and 
evolution. None of these tenets are built coherently on fact, but they are nevertheless becoming 
ever more popular in our society. And the more popular they become, the more people turn away 
from absolute truth. 

Consequently, families break down, education deteriorates, crime rates soar, and society 
as a whole completely loses its identity and purpose. A nation that once stood strong and was 
proud of its heritage begins to wonder if it stands for anything. And as doubt gives way to more 
doubt, the gap between those who cling strongly to truth and those who don't widens. 

Civil War of Values 

It is inevitable from this situation that a confrontation arise between these two camps. As 
James Dobson and Gary Bauer say, "Nothing short of a great Civil War of Values rages today 
throughout North America. Two sides with vastly differing and incompatible worldviews are 
locked in a hitter conflict that permeates every level of society. [It is a struggle] for the hearts 
and minds of people. It is a war over ideas." 

However, it is more than a war over ideas. According to Noebel it is "a battle between 
worldviews. On one side is the Christian worldview. On the other is the humanist worldview 
divided into three easily definable branches: Secular Humanism, Marxism/Leninism, and Cosmic 
Humanism or the New Age Movement. While the latter three don't agree in every detail, there is 
one point on which they unanimously concur -- their opposition to Biblical Christianity." 

Noebel defines the term worldview as "any ideology, philosophy, theology, movement, or 
religion that provides an overarching approach to understanding God, the world, and man's 
relations to God and the world. Specifically, a worldview should contain a particular perspective 
regarding each of the following ten disciplines: theology, philosophy, ethics, biology, 
psychology, sociology, law, politics, economics, and history." 

Some may think that this definition makes a comparison among the three worldviews 
inappropriate. Doesn't Christianity deal with spiritual matters and Marxism and humanism with 
"more practical matters?" Noebel says that if such were the case, how could "the Christian justify 
his claim to a worldview that speaks to every facet of life? [M]an cannot compartmentalize 
aspects of his life into boxes marked 'sacred' and 'secular.'" In fact, to assert that Marxism and 
humanism do not address the spiritual realm indicates a complete failure to understand that they, 
and all other worldviews, are religious by definition. 

The "Big Picture" 

In terms of the "big picture," realizing that Marxism and humanism are religious in nature 
explains the root cause of every issue confronting America and the rest of the world. For 
instance, humanism's most serious reforms insist upon a restructuring of the family -- one of 
biblical Christianity's most important institutions. The humanist, according to Noebel, "believes 
that traditional views of marriage and the family are too restrictive and that mankind cannot 
achieve full potential until the unnecessary norms surrounding the institution are abandoned." As 
a result of pursuing this ideal, our society has been cursed with skyrocketing teenage 
pregnancies, abortions, a divorce rate that nearly equals the rate of marriage, homosexuality, 
pedophilia, and incest. 

After the family unit has been "restructured," the humanists have an inroad to mass 
indoctrination. Noebel says that by using the public school system, the "Humanists seek to 
educate the next generation ... through values clarification, 'non-religious' sex education, and 
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conscientious instruction regarding globalism" in order to achieve a new world order. This new 
order will "grant the human race the freedom to perfect itself by taking away the social shackles 
binding them to the past, and by unlocking all of mankind's untapped potential." In other words, 
it will allow man to become his own god. 

Similarly, the Marxist worldview believes that the new world order will usher in the 
perfect society, where the church will be nonexistent "and the community will assume 
responsibility for childrearing, thereby effectively disbanding the family." Add to that the 
disappearance of the state, and society "will become a collection of perfectible individuals with 
no institutions to hinder their development or lead them astray." 

Will Durant says, "The greatest question of our time is not communism versus 
individualism, not Europe versus America, not even the East versus the West, it is whether man 
can live without God." Humanists and Marxists believe they can. 

Noebel dissects all three worldviews and closely examines the ten disciplines of each. 
While the task sounds daunting, the result is a detailed analysis of how each worldview effects 
the world we live in. From evolution to values clarification, creation to private property, and 
naturalism to the new world order, Noebel examines each worldview for truth and efficacy. 

To Noebel's credit, the sections dealing with Marxism and humanism were largely 
constructed of quotes from leading proponents of those worldviews. He thus allows them to 
condemn themselves with their own words. For example: 

¢ Paul Blanshard on the secular humanist view of sociology: "I think that the most 
important factor moving us toward a secular society has been the educational factor. Our schools 
may not teach Johnny to read properly, but the fact that Johnny is in school until he is sixteen 
tends to lead toward the elimination of religious superstition. The average American child now 
acquires a high-school education, and this militates against Adam and Eve and all other myths of 
alleged history." 

¢ Frederick Engels on the Marxist-Leninist view of sociology: "With the transfer of the 
means of production into common ownership [communism], the single family ceases to be the 
economic unit of society .... The care and education of the children becomes a public affair; 
society looks after all children alike, whether they are legitimate or not." 

* Lucile W. Green on the secular humanist view of politics: "All those who share the 
vision of the human community as part of one world should be willing to take any measures that 
will awaken world opinion to bring it about." 

¢ Mikhail Gorbachev on the Marxist- Leninist view of economics: "I am a convinced 
socialist .... As we dismantle the Stalinist system, we are not retreating from socialism but are 
moving toward it." 

¢ V. I. Lenin on the Marxist-Leninist view of ethics: "In what sense do we reject ethics, 
reject morality?. In the sense given to it by the bourgeois, who based ethics on God's 
commandments. On this point we, of course, say that we do not believe in God." 

Targeting Our Youth 

Anti-God liberalism is not only alive and well in America -- it is thriving. What is worse 
is that its adherents have targeted our children to bring about their agenda, knowing that most 
revolutions in history started with student uprisings. With "political correctness" sweeping 
through our nation's universities and being spurred on by liberal administrations, biblical 
Christianity is losing a major battle. 

Noebel understands the fatal blow this attack can deliver to our country and its people. 
Therein lies the purpose of Understanding the Times: "The superiority of the Christian position 
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[in the tenets of life] has been elucidated again and again. The Humanists and the Marxists have, 
in their own words, declared their position to be irreconcilable with Christianity. The battle lines 
have been drawn. As Christians armed with the truth -indeed, armed with the revelation of Truth 
Himself (John 14:6) -- we are more than equipped to shatter the myths of all opposing 
worldviews .... And yet we are not doing the job." 

-- STEVE KROENING 


Mr. Kroening is an editor for World News Digest. 
LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC 
Retaking Education 


The Closing of the American Heart: What's Really Wrong with America's Schools, by 
Ronald H. Nash, Dallas: Probe Books, 1990, 235 pages, hardcover. 

Illiberal Education: The Politics of Race and Sex on Campus, by Dinesh D'Souza, New 
York: The Free Press, 1991, 319 pages, hardcover. 

For at least a half-century it has been apparent to informed Americans that what is 
euphemistically called the "American educational system" is a horrendous and tragic failure. 
Almost 40 years ago, for example, a prominent conservative educator complained about the 
functional illiterates that were, even then, inundating his classes. He commented that it appeared 
that those in charge of secondary education, having first made certain that any idiot could 
graduate from high school, were striving to guarantee that every graduate would be an idiot. 

Thus, the education crisis in this country is nothing new. Until fairly recently, however, 
the nearly complete failure of American education at every level, from kindergarten to graduate 
school, has not been understood by all. 

Obnoxious Odor 

Of late, this situation has changed. The stench emanating from most schools, colleges, 
and universities has become as noxious as an open cesspit. And since the malefactors in the 
educational establishment have finally caught the public's attention, a spate of books now pours 
forth on the subject -some good, some bad. We may accurately identify the bad ones by the 
simplistic and self-serving solutions they offer, all of which boil down to two words: more 
money. Happily, the books we consider in this review fall into the other category. They are both 
superb. 

One cannot help but recognize the similarity between the title chosen by Ronald Nash, 
The Closing of the American Heart, and that of Allan Bloom's 1987 best seller, The Closing of 
the American Mind. The resemblance is intentional. The author is sharply critical of certain 
suppositions inherent in Bloom's approach to education. Nash's work is, in part, a rejoinder to 
Bloom. This is not to say that Bloom is seen as entirely wrong in his observations. Nash 
supplements those things that are valid in The Closing of the American Mind and responds to 
those things that he feels are questionable or wrong. 

You may remember that Allan Bloom castigated contemporary education because he 
perceived it as leading to the stultification of our youth, to intellectual anarchy, and to spreading 
nihilism, all of which, if unchecked, will lead inevitably to tyranny. Without the eventual 
acquisition of an appreciation for and understanding of Western thought, culture, and 
civilization, he observes, and without some grasp of the myriad fields of knowledge that genuine 
education confers -- a grounding in great literature, philosophy, art, music, science, and so forth 
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-- young people are robbed of their ability either to think logically and originally or to articulate 
their thoughts in an intelligible manner. 

But Bloom is, at bottom, a secular humanist and a believer in old-fashioned liberal 
democracy of the sort popularized in the 1930s and '40s. He makes clear throughout his book 
that he is neither a political conservative nor a religious traditionalist. Even the subtitle of his 
book refers to "how higher education has failed democracy." 

When it comes to exploring paths that will lead us out of the sterile desolation that 
presently characterizes higher education, Nash contends that Bloom's single, important 
suggestion is to re-emphasize a curriculum based on the Great Books. On the surface, this 
solution is sound. However, Nash insists that students must first have, in his words, a 
"comprehensive, overarching philosophy to guide them through the maze of conflicting ideas" 
found in these books. They must possess, he states, a "single, unified world and life view." 
Without this, it is simply counterproductive to set students loose to rummage through the Great 
Books. That single, unified world and life view is, in the author's estimation, the traditional 
religious foundation that heretofore was the bulwark of all education in the United States. 

Cultivating Ignorance 

However, The Closing of the American Heart is much more than just an answer to 
certain weaknesses in Allan Bloom's book. Nash presents a detailed critique of the disaster that is 
education today, a system that, in the author's view, inculcates ignorance and illiteracy. It is not 
simply a question of functional illiteracy, but something much more all-embracing. Let us briefly 
examine what he has to say. 

Functional illiteracy is endemic in America. According to the author, only five percent of 
17-year-old high school students can read well enough to understand and use information found 
in technical manuals, literary essays, and historical documents. Only six percent can solve 
elementary, multi-step mathematics problems. More than 50 percent of those who enter colleges 
and universities are academically unprepared and 73 percent are not proficient in verbal skills. 

Moreover, American youth are culturally illiterate; that is, they lack knowledge of those 
basic terms and concepts that are essential for one to function in modern society. Here is a grim 
sample of what Nash reveals: 

An astounding 31.9 percent of seventeen-year-olds do not know that Columbus 

discovered the New World before 1750! Forty percent are ignorant of the fact that 

the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor occurred between 1939 and 1943. Almost 75 

percent could not place Lincoln's presidency within the correct twenty-year span. 

More than two-thirds could not place the American Civil War in the fifty-year 

span between 1850 and 1900. ...This abysmal ignorance exists among American 

youth who have had eleven years of public school education, who are one year 

away from getting a high school diploma, and who will soon be college students. 

Retaking the Land 

Lastly, huge numbers of American young people are not only functionally and culturally 
illiterate, they are morally illiterate, according to Nash. The destruction of our educational 
system has been accompanied by a subtle but devastating attack on traditional Christian values, 
ethics, and moral standards. Is it any wonder that crime, vandalism, theft, cheating, illegitimacy, 
sexually-transmitted diseases, and the like are engulfing schools and the whole nation? 

Is it still possible to confront the incompetence and evil in American education and 
rebuild what was once an outstanding system? Dr. Nash believes that this can still be done. 
Tradition-minded Americans, he argues, must become activists if they are to succeed in re-taking 
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control of institutions that actually belong to them. Awakened parents and taxpayers must begin 
to take control of public education and they must, simultaneously, establish alternative 
educational institutions, such as religious schools and home schooling. They must continue to 
oppose half-baked rulings that forbid, in the name of a non-existent constitutional requirement 
for "separation of church and state," the teaching of religious moral precepts in publicly-financed 
schools. The author points to these and to many other ways in which the collapse of American 
education may be reversed and a credible, functional system rebuilt. 

Educational Totalitarianism 

Dinesh D'Souza's excellent book, liberal Education, focuses on another aspect of 
today's educational debacle, one that may most accurately be characterized as a climate of 
totalitarian-style regimentation and restrictions. 

This regimentation is first evident in school admissions policies that, thanks primarily to 
federal control, mandate a complex system of racial quotas. No longer are students admitted to 
colleges and universities on the basis of excellence. Rather, racial and ethnic ancestry are now 
the overriding considerations. Equality of opportunity, which the author notes is based on the 
application of the same standard to everyone, has been superseded by the arbitrary whimsy of 
proportional representation, "group justice," and "group rights." 

An applicant from one of the "preferred" racial categories, but with mediocre grades and 
test scores, may expect red carpet treatment even at our most prestigious institutions of higher 
learning. He may also expect help in the form of generous scholarships and loans. On the other 
hand, those outside the privileged groups -- whites and Asians for example -- even if they rank in 
the highest levels of academic achievement, are frequently denied admission to the same schools. 

Charge of the Thought Police 

Totalitarianism is also the order of the day in the field of ideas. "Political correctness" 
and rigid censorship are in; logic, reason, and freedom are out. D'Souza gives so many 
devastating examples that one is moved to tears of rage that such things could possibly be 
happening in "the land of the free." 

For instance, a young woman at the University of Connecticut placed what she believed 
to be a humorous poster on the door of her dormitory room. The poster stated that "bimbos," 
"preppies," "racists," and "homos" were unwelcome in her room. Because she included "homos" 
on the poster, she was charged by the school administration with "making slurs or epithets based 
on race, sex, ethnic origin, religion, or sexual orientation." Naturally, she was found guilty by the 
university's thought police, was expelled from her dormitory, and forbidden use of the dining 
hall. 

At the University of South Carolina, the student newspaper was threatened with a 
"funding review" because it published a student's poem satirizing presidential candidate Jesse 
Jackson. 

A white dental student observed casually that minorities might experience difficulties in 
the course of studies in which he was enrolled. For that "racist" remark, he was summoned 
before his professor and the dean and was made to recant his opinion publicly in a three-page 
letter of apology. 

This book is packed with stories of thought control and censorship that will surely make 
the blood pressure of conservative readers shoot upward. The author finds that more and more 
colleges and universities now restrict free speech so that all discussions relating to race, sex, 
religion, "sexual orientation," and ethnic background, and the political ramifications underlying 
these subjects, are circumscribed by prohibitions. 
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D'Souza challenged two graduate students, who were especially vociferous in support of 
restrictions on free speech, and quoted the arguments of John Stuart Mill found in his work On 
Liberty. The students (remember, these are graduate students) responded blithely that they were 
unfamiliar with On Liberty and had never heard of Mill! 

Illiberal Education by Dinesh D'Souza and Ronald Nash's The Closing of the American 
Heart compliment one another handsomely. They should be read by all concerned Americans, 
especially parents. They should also be read by older students, both those now in college or those 
preparing for college. For parents and students, forewarned is indeed forearmed. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


EDUCATION REPORT 


Strike Three for the Philistines 

It was David the shepherd boy versus Goliath the Philistine giant. The small Christian 
school stood not a chance against the awesome combined might of the state, the media, the 
education establishment, the "scientific community," and the "civil libertarians." But when the 
dust settled on February 4th in the U.S. District Court of Southern California, the Institute for 
Creation Research (ICR) emerged like the victorious son of Jesse holding aloft the giant's 
severed head. 

The Philistines are far from being totally routed, but the settlement between ICR and 
California Superintendent of Public Instruction Bill Honig represents a major victory for private 
schools throughout California and the nation. In a stipulated agreement, which resulted in a 
declaratory judgement in ICR's favor, Honig agreed that the ICR Graduate School would be 
allowed to continue operation without state interference; that private colleges still meet 
educational standards when they teach from a Christian perspective; and that private K-12 
schools are not within the jurisdiction of the state, as far as their curriculum content is concerned, 
"except as provided by law." 

This is the third court triumph for ICR since the school came under attack from the state 
Department of Education (DOE) in November 1988. At that time, Honig attempted to close 
down the ICR Graduate School, located in Santee, south of San Diego, which offers masters 
degrees in biology, geology, physics, and science education. 

In California, as in many other states, an institution may not issue a degree without 
accreditation by the state or by private regional or national accreditation bodies. In 1981, ICR 
received authorization from the California Board of Education to operate a graduate school of 
science after a state review committee had examined the school's facilities, faculty, and 
curriculum and unanimously recommended approval. A second review committee in 1984 
unanimously voted for reapproval. 

Then some interesting things began to happen. Depositions, taken over the past two years 
by ICR attorneys, document that in 1985 anti-creationist scientists from around the country 
began to implement a plan to destroy the ICR Graduate School. They flooded the DOE with 
letters and articles criticizing and opposing ICR. The anti-ICR file at DOE was soon two feet 
thick. That provided more than sufficient pretext for Honig to move. 

In August 1988 another DOE-appointed team of scientists was sent to evaluate ICRs 
application for reapproval to operate. Some members had a definite anti-ICR bias. Nevertheless, 
they voted 3 to 2 in favor of reapproval. That was unacceptable to Honig and the evolutionist 
zealots. Honig reconvened the evaluation team and, after some arm-twisting, finally convinced 
one member to change his vote. This reversed the vote to 3 to 2 against reapproval. 

The creationists cried foul and contested the reversal. In an attempt to reach an amicable 
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solution to the impasse, ICR agreed to a verification visit in August 1989 by yet another 
evaluation committee. This time Honig was taking no chances. He stacked the five-member 
committee with four outspoken evolutionists and got a thumbs-down vote on the ICR's 
application for reapproval. On March 16, 1990 the California Department of Education formally 
ordered that the ICR Graduate School be denied reapproval. 

Appealing To Caesar 

Left with little alternative, in April 1990 ICR filed a federal lawsuit charging 
infringement of their academic and religious freedoms. They also filed two state lawsuits. "In. 
this," said the ICR in the June 1990 issue of its monthly publication Acts & Facts, "we believe 
we are following the example of the Apostle Paul, who 'appealed unto Caesar’ (Acts 25:12) for 
affirmation of his right to teach the truth -- a right which was being wrongly prevented by local 
officials." 

In November 1990, ICR scored two victories when both state suits were settled out of 
court in ICR's favor. The February victory in the federal court was a final vindication for ICR 
and Dr. Henry Morris, its founder and president, who had contended that the graduate school's 
problems were political, not scientific. Morris had steadfastly maintained that ICR's program is a 
"quality one, with courses taught by eleven full-time scientists who hold Ph.D. degrees in science 
from major universities such as Harvard, U.C., Berkeley, U.C.L.A., and many others." 

Dr. Paul Kienel, executive director of the Association of Christian Schools International 
(ACSI), which represents 3,000 Christian schools in the United States, commented on ICR's 
victory: "Creationism was on the verge of being outlawed in California to the point where 
Christian schools would have been forced to teach evolution as a fact, especially in science 
courses. This could have had far-reaching implications for the nation, for as California goes, so 
often goes the country. I believe Christian education would have been in jeopardy everywhere if 
Bill Honig had succeeded in shutting down the ICR Graduate School ...." 

The judgement against the state education bureaucracy should be met with rejoicing by 
all seekers of truth, regardless of whether or not they agree with ICR's view of science. The 
Orange County Register summed up the matter well in an August 1989 editorial: "Let ICR put 
whatever it wants on its degrees and let the marketplace of ideas sort it out. Better yet, dismantle 
the process by which state accrediting committees operate. In the pursuit of truth, the 
government seal of approval is a dubious honor." 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


GUN REPORT 


Oh, Canada! 

In early 1991, a Canadian agency reported that violent crime in Canada had risen by more 
than 50 percent during the past decade, to a record rate of 1,012 incidents per 100,000 
population. Despite gun control laws which are far more stringent than those in the U.S., 
firearms-related violence has escalated. Parliament promptly reacted to the escalating crime with 
another torrent of anti-gun legislation. 

Among the new provisions (which were approved by the House of Commons on 
November 7th and by the Senate, with royal assent, on December 5th) are an outright ban on the 
import or ownership of so-called "assault" rifles, a 28-day waiting period prior to purchasing 
other guns, an increase (from 16 to 18 years) in the minimum age for legally owning a gun, 
stiffer maximum prison sentences for illegally possessing a prohibited weapon, and restrictions 
on the capacity of ammunition clips. 

The original impetus for additional controls was a 1989 massacre in Montreal, in which 
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unemployed army reject Marc Lepine killed 14 women and himself, and wounded 13 other 
persons, with a .223-caliber semiautomatic hunting rifle. At the time, Canada's justice minister 
promised to seek tougher gun control laws, even as he acknowledged that no legislation could 
preclude such tragedies. 

Feulner Responds 

Our February 10th "Gun Report" noted Soldier of Fortune magazine's recent criticism of 
Heritage Foundation President Ed Feulner for a memorandum which Feulner had sent to 
President Bush in March 1989, urging the President to "permanently ban the import of automatic 
or semiautomatic assault weapons without a permit from the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms (BATF)." Feulner subsequently replied: "To set the record straight, I strongly believe in 
the second amendment's provisions concerning the right of a citizen to keep and bear arms. In 
fact, I belong to the National Rifle Association, and have been a Life Member since 1968." 

Accusing Soldier of Fortune of distorting his view on gun ownership, Feulner clarified 
what he told the President: 

My first point [to the President] was that any laws must not restrict the constitutional 

rights of law-abiding citizens, and that government action to restrict the 

availability of assault rifles should focus on preventing the purchase of firearms 

for illegal use. I further stated that the focus of government action should be to 

prevent crime, not to ban guns. I then made several suggestions concerning 

policies that would keep assault weapons from being used for illegal purposes 

which have been overwhelmingly adopted by most law enforcement leaders in the 

United States. This included the requirement of a permit from the Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms for the import of semiautomatic assault weapons. 

But I stated that the BATF should be given the authority to issue permits where 

appropriate. 

Feulner maintained that his proposal to the President was a balanced one that would cut 
down on the illegal use of firearms without infringing on the rights of law-abiding gun owners. 
He also expressed his belief that his position is "consistent with the conservative view that 
strongly preserves and supports the second amendment rights we all cherish." 

A Reminder About the Right 

On December 19th, National Public Radio's All Things Considered broadcast a 
three-minute essay on the Second Amendment by pro-gun activist Neal Knox. Knox scolded 
those "who play fast and loose with the Bill of Rights" by claiming "that the Second Amendment 
is merely a collective right for the common defense, not an individual right for personal 
defense." To the contrary, Knox recalled, 'There was an effort in the first U.S. Senate to limit the 
Second Amendment to 'the common defense.' It was defeated, something that revisionist 
historians conveniently ignore." 

The founders clearly intended the Second Amendment to be an insurance policy 
"covering both personal freedom and personal protection." Knox reflected, "I hope that I never 
have to use personal arms to protect my freedom. I pray that my wife and daughters will never 
have to use a gun to defend themselves or their children. But just because we do not want our 
houses to bum down does not suggest that we should cancel our homeowner's insurance policy. 
Neither should we cancel our Second Amendment freedom insurance just because some do not 
choose to exercise the right to keep and bear arms." 

Exercising the Right 
Near midnight on the evening of December 18th, three armed robbers entered a Shoney's 
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restaurant in Anniston, Alabama and began herding some 20 employees and patrons into a 
walk-in-cooler. After closing the door, and while holding the manager at gunpoint, one of the 
thugs noticed a patron hiding under a nearby table and began shooting at what he apparently 
presumed was a defenseless victim. But Thomas Glen Terry was carrying a .45-caliber automatic 
handgun (for which he had a permit), so was able to defend himself and the other innocent 
persons on the scene. He returned the fire, killing one of the robbers and critically wounding 
another, while the third fled. No one else was injured. 

An Anniston police lieutenant said that Terry had no position requiring him to carry a 
firearm, "but I understand he carried it pretty much at all times." For which 20 of his fellow 
citizens are grateful. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Pro-Abortion 
Phraseology 

Recent developments in the abortion debate have prompted the pro-aborts movement to 
revise their inventory of catch-phrases. The familiar sophistries are growing stale, and a 
movement as intellectually moribund as the pro-abortion faction cannot compete without a fresh 
supply of buzzwords. Accordingly, the movement has turned to tactical mimicry of familiar 
pro-life arguments. 

Since 1973, pro-lifers have highlighted the philosophic continuity between slavery, 
totalitarianism, and abortion. In each case the State has designated certain humans as 
"non-people" with no rights that society need recognize. In recent months, the pro-abortion 
movement has tried to adapt these themes for its own purpose, but the rhetoric has proven to be a 
poor fit. 

Forced Pregnancy? 

Janet Benshoof, the ACLU attorney presiding over the case against the Utah abortion 
law, describes the denial of an abortion as "forced pregnancy" and therefore a species of slavery 
-- and a violation of the 13th Amendment to the Constitution. It is her intention to use the 
appellate court of Utah to stage a Nuremberg-style political show trial. Benshoof plans to call 
"scores" of "expert witnesses" who will "testify on every aspect of abortion, including what life 
was like inside Romania when dictator Nicolae Ceausescu imposed a nearly complete 
prohibition" on abortion. 

In preparation for the legal challenge, scheduled to commence April 6th, Planned 
Parenthood sponsored a Utah address by John M. Paxman, an international family planning 
consultant who has worked with the Agency for International Development. In his talk, Paxman 
insisted that 

in Utah a series of initiatives has begun to look very like the steps taken by Ceausescu 25 

years ago. The parallels are as striking as they are wordsome: Do we not already 

have our own "birth squads" that can be seen daily hounding women to bear 

children they do not want? Have we not forestalled, even forbidden, the inclusion 

of thoroughgoing sex education in our schools? Do we not hear the voices, even 

within the government, that would wish to restrict public discussion of 

contraception, abortion and sexuality? Are there not state governments that refuse 

to make family planning services available to women and families who do not 

have the resources to purchase them in the open market? Is not the recent [Utah] 

legislation more restrictive than Ceausescu's? 

Clearly Paxman was not concerned about meddling; he simply wanted government to 
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meddle in a fashion compatible with his ideological preferences. Government has no 
constitutional authority to provide birth control, to subsidize family planning, or to offer sex 
education to schoolchildren. However, there is a constitutional mandate to "secure the blessings 
of liberty ... to our posterity" -- a covenant that specifically includes the unborn. The prohibition 
of abortion on demand would be perfectly compatible with that mandate. 

Reverse Population Control 

Furthermore, Ceausescu's abortion policies did not forbid the practice outright. When he 
came to power in 1966, the dictator dispensed with the communist government's policy of 
abortion on demand in order to reverse Romania's decline in birthrate. Until he was deposed in 
late 1989, Ceausescu's government would permit abortions only to women over the age of 45 
who already had at least four children, and only in narrowly-defined medical emergencies, or in 
pregnancies that resulted from rape or incest. An abortion could be obtained by any woman who 
had given birth to five children. 

In a totalitarian society, reproduction (like any other kind of production) is supervised by 
the State. Ceausescu's restrictions were not inspired by principled respect for the rights of living 
unborn children -- quite the contrary. In his words, "The fetus is the socialist property of the 
whole society." This declaration resonates with statements of American pro-abortion activists, 
who insist that the unborn child is the "property" of someone else (the pregnant woman), rather 
than an individual who possesses inalienable God-granted rights. 

Coercive Family Planning 

The proper parallels of Ceausescu's policies are not found in American efforts to protect 
the rights of the unborn, but in China's coercive abortion policies and the eugenics program of 
Nazi Germany. China's program of forced abortion and sterilization has provoked not a syllable 
of criticism from champions of "choice"; indeed, if abortion is necessary for population control 
(as Paul Ehrlich and others insist), then China's policies represent the inevitable evolution of 
family planning programs, 

Historian Robert Lifton states of Nazi Germany, "Abortions were prohibited, but 
sterilization courts could rule that pregnancy could be interrupted for eugenic reasons in a 'racial 
emergency’ situation: that is, if the future child was likely to inherit certain defects or had ... 
mixed [Jewish and non-Jewish] parentage." 

When the State presides over reproduction -- an objective favored by the pro-abortion 
movement -- the rights of parents and children alike matter little. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


OUT IN LEFT FIELD 


The Communist Mind 

Early last year, Communist Party USA boss Gus Hall made some predictions for 1991. 
To say that Hall is no prophet would be an understatement. He forecast, for instance, that 
"Saddam Hussein will withdraw from Kuwait without war. Sanctions, opposition, world pressure 
and the desert sandstorms will force Bush, Sununu, Cheney and Powell to reluctantly give up 
their greatest desire and begin withdrawal of U.S. troops from Saudi Arabia." 

The 80-year-old Hall also predicted that "workers at the [New York] Daily News, Eastern 
Airlines and other strikers will win" their labor rights. He cautioned that he wasn't certain of 
everything he was reading in his red crystal ball. But there was one thing he was sure about: 
"The prediction that does not need an 'if' is that we are entering a new era of people's struggles 
and movements that will result in a new level of unity. History will pass many depots and 
mileposts. But the train of history will inevitably reach its final destination -- socialism and 
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communism." 

Well, 1991 did not bring quite the level of socialist unity that Hall had envisioned. In 
fact, in December his own organization was dramatically split as "reformers" like Angela Davis 
called for party leadership to re-evaluate Marxist-Leninist theory, practices, and policies. At the 
party's convention, long-time communists got a dose of their own repressive medicine as 
dissenters from Hall's line were labeled "traitors," "enemies," and "viruses." 

"It was open season on all delegates who had signed the initiative [to reform the party], 
but activists of color, especially leading African Americans in the party, were subject to 
particular venom," reported the Marxist magazine CrossRoads. "The microphone was turned off 
on James Jackson, a member of the top leadership for decades. Carl Bloice, associate editor of 
the People's Weekly World stationed in Moscow for five years, was not allowed to speak during 
the entire convention." 

Armed security guards kept out delegates suspected of being disloyal to Hall and all 
neutral observers including the radical press. "The fever pitch was reached on the convention 
floor, with near physical confrontation, racist treatment of opposition delegates and zealous 
chants of 'Gus, Gus, Gus' at moments of high passion," CrossRoads’ Max Elbaum reported. "The 
depth of the leadership's degeneration surprised even many delegates who had been prepared for 
the worst. Several observed that the proceedings left the realm of politics and entered the world 
of cult behavior." 

Elbaum concluded with this observation: "It was impossible to be a reporter in Cleveland 
without sharing the barrage of thoughts and feelings that gripped the delegates. It was searing to 
see the tyrannical side of communism on display, and to be reminded that at one time or another 
almost all of us who have participated in the communist movement have committed or supported 
similar abuses." 

Communist Bigotry 

Bigotry is not the exclusive domain of America communists, according to a former 
general in the KGB. Oleg Kalugin told a conference in Moscow recently that Soviet agents 
operating in the United States during the 1960s sent anonymous anti-Semitic letters to American 
Jews to create the perception that anti-Jewish bigotry was on the upswing. 

Democratic Socialists 

While the Communist Party USA may be fractured and on the ropes, another radical 
organization may be ready to assume the mantle of leadership as the vanguard of a socialist 
revolution in America. The Democratic Socialists of America, with celebrities like Ed Asner and 
Representative Ron Dellums (D-CA) assisting with direct mail pitches, has increased its 
membership to 10,000 to become the largest socialist group in the country. 

Wattleton Quits 

Faye Wattleton has resigned as president of Planned Parenthood after 14 years in charge 
of the nation's biggest abortion lobby. And guess what she'll be doing now. She has been offered 
a chance to host her own syndicated television talk show beginning this spring. 

Politics of Outrage 

Sometimes even someone as silly as fashion expert Mr. Blackwell makes a lot of sense. 
In a recent article he wrote for the homosexual activist publication the Advocate, he made this 
observation: "ACT-UP and Queer Nation activists know that one picture equals a thousand 
words. People gape, people criticize, but people remember. And if sending a message loud and 
clear is paramount in today's sound-bite society, then these metal-clad militants are the new 
masters of media manipulation. Shock sells -- and if you don't believe me, just ask Cher." 
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The Cuban Lobby 

Who is still standing up for Cuba, now that it remains one of the world's last bastions of 
ruthless totalitarianism? Here are a few of the celebrities who backed a "Stand Up for Cuba 
Now!" rally in New York City last month: former Attorney General Ramsey Clark, singer Harry 
Belafonte, actress Ruby Dee, director Sydney Pollack, author Kate Millett, actor Martin Sheen, 
Representatives Maxine Waters (D-CA), John Conyers (D-MI), Mervyn Dymally (D-CA), and 
Gus Savage (D-IL), actor Ossie Davis, deejay Casey Kasem, author Noam Chomsky, actor 
Woody Harrelson, actor Ed Asner, singer Pete Seeger, attorney William Kunstler, singer Kris 
Kristofferson, actress Margot Kidder, labor organizer William Winpisinger, and singer Jackson 
Browne. 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


THE LAW Moral Case for 
Discrimination 

On February 22, 1987 Verna Terry spoke with Agnes Donahue about renting a 
one-bedroom apartment in the five-unit complex owned by Agnes and her husband, John 
Donahue, in Downey, California. When Agnes Donahue said that a garage might also be 
available at additional rent, Terry replied that her "boyfriend" needed an enclosed garage for his 
tools. 

"Oh, your boyfriend," Donahue responded. Terry indicated that she and her boyfriend 
were not married and, although they might possibly marry in the future, they had no specific 
plans or date to marry each other. Donahue stated, "Oh, I'm really old-fashioned, and I don't 
approve of that sort of thing. I don't rent apartments to unmarried couples." 

Sinful Cooperation 

Verna Terry and her boyfriend, Robert Wilder, sued the Donahues under California 
Government Code, Section 12955, which forbids housing discrimination on account of "race, 
color, religion, sex, marital status, national origin, or ancestry." The Donahues' defense was that, 
as Roman Catholics, they believed it would be sinful cooperation in fornication to rent the 
apartment to an unmarried cohabiting couple. In an administrative proceeding, Terry and Wilder 
were awarded damages. On November 27, 1991, however, in Donahue v. Fair Employment and 
Housing Commission, the Court of Appeal of California held that the Donahues were entitled to 
an exemption from the discrimination prohibition. Although this decision is by an intermediate 
court, it provides a useful insight into the changing content of religious freedom in American 
courts. 

Prior to its 1990 decision in Employment Division v. Smith, the U.S. Supreme Court had 
held that an infringement on the free exercise of religion could be constitutional only if it were 
justified by a "compelling state interest" and were narrowly tailored to employ the least 
restrictive alternative to advance that interest. In Smith, the court upheld the denial of 
unemployment benefits to members of the Native American Church who were fired from their 
jobs and denied unemployment benefits because they violated a criminal narcotics statute by 
ingesting peyote for sacramental purposes at a religious ceremony. 

The Court conceivably could have reached the same result even under the old 
requirement that the state must show a compelling state interest. The Court, however, 
downgraded the constitutional protection afforded to the free exercise of religion by effectively 
discarding that requirement. Instead, the Supreme Court stated that "the right of free exercise 
does not relieve an individual of the obligation to comply with a 'valid and neutral law of general 
applicability on the ground that the law proscribes (or prescribes) conduct that his religion 
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prescribes (or proscribes).'" The Court held that a "generally applicable and otherwise valid" law, 
which has the "incidental effect" of prohibiting the exercise of religion, does not offend the First 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 

The further application of the Smith decision may become clear in future cases. However, 
state law can be more protective of individual rights than is the U.S. Constitution. In the 
Donahue case, the California Court of Appeal interpreted the California constitution and its 
judicial interpretations as mandating "the balancing test and compelling state interest analysis as 
a matter of state constitutional law," The court held that the FEHC had failed to establish a 
"compelling state interest" to justify prohibiting the Donahues' discrimination against Terry and 
Wilder. If that ruling is. upheld by the California Supreme Court on those "independent state 
constitutional grounds," the case will not be reviewable by the U.S. Supreme Court, which has 
no jurisdiction to review cases decided purely on state law grounds. 

Hierarchy of Policies 

The Court of Appeal in Donahue noted, "The Donahues' asserted religious exemption 
does not involve their imposition of beliefs upon others, but rather their own attempt to 
personally refrain from, as they see it, a sinful facilitation of impermissible behavior." The 
California Constitution protects the "free exercise and enjoyment of religion," but it does not 
specifically protect against discrimination on the grounds of marital status. In the state's 
"hierarchy of its policies," said the Court of Appeal, "marital status discrimination against an 
unmarried cohabiting couple simply does not rank very high." 

California law permits discrimination against unmarried cohabiting couples in several 
contexts, including university housing for "married students" and "no overnight prison visits for 
unmarried partners." While the Court of Appeal said that the law has acknowledged. the "societal 
trend toward cohabitation without marriage," as, for example, by allowing "cohabitants" to reside 
in "senior citizen housing," California law "has not affirmatively promoted it as a matter of 
government policy." 

The Donahue decision, written by Judge Boren, is not at all a sure bet for affirmance. The 
outcome will affect not only heterosexual, but homosexual, couples. "For gay couples," said 
Thomas Coleman, an attorney with the Family Diversity project of Los Angeles, "there is no 
legal way to get married. Therefore, they are locked out by this decision. It is a clear Catch-22." 
The Donahues ought to prevail on appeal. But don't bet on it. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


Dr. Rice is a law professor at Notre Dame University. 


The "R" word is now in vogue. Reluctant at first even to admit the existence of a 
recession, the monetary authority (the Federal Reserve) and the fiscal authority (the Federal 
Government) have now coordinated their policies to fight the recession. 

One of the major structural impediments to reviving the economy is another "R" word -- 
regulation. Even President Bush, who is quickly winning the moniker "reregulation President," 
apparently has noticed the burden of regulation and has called for a 90-day suspension of new 
regulations. It is hard to imagine a sillier way to deal with a serious problem for the American 
economy. If regulation has a negative impact on the economy, and if Mr. Bush recognizes that 
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this is the case, then why doesn't he propose rolling back existing regulations? 

The cost and burden of government regulation is one of the most controversial and 
difficult things to measure. The reason is that, unlike spending and deficits, it is hard to express 
the cost in hard numbers. Much of the cost of regulation shows up as private expense, or in the 
budgets of local or state governments. 

There are a number of ways of estimating cost and discerning trends. 

One way, which is admittedly crude, is to count the number of pages in the Federal 
Register. Since most regulations show up there, more pages generally means more regulations. 
The chart shows that the downward trend in the size of the Federal Register during the Reagan 
Administration has been completely reversed by the Bush Administration. 

Another method is to calculate the total cost to government of federal regulation. 
According to the Dallas-based National Center for Policy Analysis, federal regulatory spending, 
which dipped during the Reagan Administration, is now at an all-time high -- an estimated $9.0 
billion in fiscal 1991. 

In terms of the number of regulatory personnel, the head count at the end of the Carter 
Administration was 121,700. There was a 16 percent reduction in regulatory personnel during 
the Reagan years, but under Mr. Bush the number of regulatory bureaucrats is expected to reach 
a record level of 122,400 this year. NCPA studies further show that 40 of the 52 regulatory 
agencies will increase their spending in 1992. 

But most of the cost of federal regulation is borne, not by government, but by the private 
sector. When the government requires scrubbers to be installed on a utility's smokestack, the cost 
does not show up on the government's budget but on the homeowners' electric bills. When the 
government requires lighter, more-fuel efficient cars, the cost shows up in the form of a higher 
death rate and higher insurance premiums. When the government enforces a tax code that is so 
complex that it is unintelligible except to a priesthood of CPAs and lawyers, the cost of 
compliance includes the expense of hiring tax professionals, and the time required to keep 
records and fill out forms. Although such expenses are largely "hidden," there is a real cost in 
lost time, lost productivity, and the diversion of funds from productive endeavor to 
non-productive paper shuffling. 

Various studies, using somewhat different approaches, draw a picture of an incredibly 
heavy burden for the economy to bear: 

* Richard Rahn, former chief economist for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, estimates 
that as much as 80 percent of the increase in the Consumer Price Index is caused by government 
regulation. 

* The NCPA estimates the cost of regulation in 1990 at between $395 and $510 billion, or 
between $4,100 and $5,400 per household. 

¢ Professor James Payne, director of Lytton Research and Analysis, recently studied the 
cost of complying with IRS regulations and estimated that every dollar raised by government 
costs the private sector $1.00 for the tax plus an additional 65 cents for compliance. Based on Dr. 
Payne's estimate, the IRS will drain the economy of $1,650 billion this year -- $1 trillion in 
revenues that this agency is expected to collect and another $650 billion for the cost of 
compliance. 

The NCPA estimate of $395-$510 billion cited above did not include the cost of 
complying with IRS regulations. Adding to the NCPA estimate $650 billion (Based on Dr. 
Payne's study) for IRS compliance yields a total regulatory cost of between $1,045 billion and 
$1,160 billion, more than the entire amount of money that the IRS is expected to collect this 
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year. 
Somehow, Mr. Bush's 90-day suspension on new regulations seems to fall far short of 
what is needed in helping the economy to recover. 
-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 


Executive Bonuses 

In recent months, condemning "huge executive bonuses" has become a popular rhetorical 
tool for certain labor union leaders and congressional liberals, including presidential candidate 
Tom Harkin (D-IA). Prompted by this "public outcry," the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) is taking action. 

The use of stock options, grants, and cash bonuses as incentives for top corporate 
executives became popular during the 1970s and 1980s. The purpose was to get the top brass to 
act more like entrepreneurs than bureaucrats. But during this recession, marked by lay-offs and 
sagging profits, incentive pay for corporate executives has become a volatile political issue. 

Of the 21 business leaders who traveled with President Bush to Japan in January, a dozen 
collectively enjoyed bonuses totaling more than $25 million a year. 

Populist and interventionist critics have had a field day pointing out that one reason the 
Japanese are more competitive is that their auto industry CEOs are paid far less than Detroit's. 
For example, Lee Iacoca of Chrysler received a $4.6 million pay package for 1991, despite the 
fact that his company (as well as Ford and General Motors) had a dismal year. Such 
compensation is far more than that of Japan's top auto executives. 

Executive bonuses are not limited to the auto industry. Many top corporate leaders reap 
huge bonuses (often in the $10 to $15 million a year range) despite poor company performance. 
For example, in 1991 Reebok International's CEO Paul Fireman received $14.8 million in 
bonuses while his firm lost its lead in the sneaker business. 

These bonuses have not gone unnoticed by organized labor and the envy-mongers in 
Washington. Senator Carl Levin (D-MI), who is leading a crusade in Congress to cure the 
disparity between management and worker pay scales, is pushing legislation to restrict executive 
compensation. 

In an apparent compromise effort to head off Levin's legislation, the SEC is moving to 
give shareholders the right to vote on proposals relating to executive pay. Under this proposal, 
shareholder votes would be non-binding. The SEC hopes that shareholder pressure would work 
to reduce excessive executive pay packages. This SEC intervention is a significant reversal of its 
historic position of preventing shareholders from micro-managing corporations. 

As irritating as these bonus schemes are to envious workers and outside critics, this issue 
is not a public one. Corporations are owned by individual and institutional investors who are free 
to sell their stock at any time. Levin's legislation and the latest SEC proposal should be seen for 
what they are -- one more effort by the government to control the free choices of the private 
sector. 

Small Business Survey 

The February 10th issue of Business Week carried a short item arguing that "high taxes 
are not what's ailing the U.S. economy." But the magazine does admit that "many Americans feel 
they are laboring under an unfair and crippling tax load." Moreover, "a number of politicians and 
economists of the Supply-Side persuasion argue that rising taxes are a root cause of the nation's 
economic malaise." 

To refute this "supply-side persuasion," Business Week quotes Martin Barnes, managing 
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editor of the BCA Interest Rate Forecast. Barnes concludes that between 1971 and 1989 "the 
majority of European countries achieved much faster economic growth than the U.S. despite 
header tax burdens." According to Barnes, Americans are actually under-taxed, "with the lowest 
tax burden of any major industrial nation." He maintains that it is not taxes that hamper 
long-term economic growth, but "other factors [such as natural, human, and technological 
resources] which appear to be more important." 

Business Week's claim stands in stark contrast to a recent member survey conducted by 
the National Federation of Independent Businesses (IFIB). One general conclusion can be drawn 
from this survey: The recession has increased small business resistance to state legislation that 
would increase taxes, business costs, and regulatory burdens. 

Because survey results were reported on a state-by-state basis, the effects of state taxes 
and regulations on independent businesses can be analyzed. In New York, for example, 72 
percent of IFIB members surveyed stated that the state's tax and regulatory climate is "hostile 
toward business." Half of those surveyed stated that they have seriously considered moving their 
businesses to another state during the past year. And 61 percent are considering relocating to 
another state when they retire because of New York's current estate-tax structure. 

Contrary to Business Week's claims, taxes have had a devastating impact on small 
business. For example, in Maine, where taxes were recently increased, 50 percent of the small 
businesses surveyed expected to raise prices in an attempt to cover losses, 59 percent anticipated 
limiting employee pay increases, and 37 percent expected layoffs in the near future. 

Most states are experiencing budget shortfalls this fiscal year. Despite this, small business 
owners oppose tax increases of any kind. In Wyoming, 90 percent favor cutting state spending 
while 84 percent oppose raising taxes to cover revenue shortfalls. In Georgia, 93 percent of 
owners favor cutting the state's budget before raising taxes. 

Despite the claims of the Business Week experts, IFIB members (the business owners 
who hire and fire) maintain that state and federal taxes are a major disincentive to economic 
growth, confirming the supply-side maxim, "If you want more of something subsidize it; if you 
want less of something tax it." 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE Something's 
Wrong at the UN 


John F. McManus 


Isn't something very wrong when the leaders of nations gather to hear Prime Minister Li 
Peng of China declare how important the matter of "human rights" is to his nation? Wasn't China 
the scene of the Tiananmen Square massacre in June 1989, and isn't Li Peng the very individual 
who sent the troops against the unarmed young people? 

While these heads of state weren't at the United Nations on January 31st just to listen to 
Li Peng, they did indeed listen. No one batted an eye when he told them how much he valued 
human rights. And no one balked at having him included in their group photo. Yes, indeed, 
something is very wrong. 

Security Council Meets 

There are five permanent members of the UN Security Council: the United States, 
Britain, France, Russia (formerly the USSR), and China. Other nations take turns filing the 
remaining ten seats. Even the presidency of the Council is moved amongst the members. 

When it became clear that the Security Council president's post would be Britain's in 
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January, and that Cold War holdover Cuba's two-year place on the Council would end in 1991, 
British Prime Minister john Major decided to ask fellow Council members to send their heads of 
state, not just their foreign ministers or their ambassadors, to this extraordinary session. Major's 
forthcoming tough election and the media exposure this gathering afforded him back home seem 
to have been strong motivators for his action. 

So the heads of state came. They gathered, they spoke, and they told each other how 
important the United Nations was for world peace. One of the more noteworthy consequences of 
the meeting was the end of international ostracism for China. 

President Bush met privately with Li Peng, who had previously told the assembled throng 
that China "is opposed to interference in the internal affairs of other countries, using human 
rights as an excuse." In other words, take that, George Bush, and stuff it! Mr. Bush took it, and 
he did so one hour after the U.S. State Department issued its annual survey of human rights 
abuses sharply criticizing China. 

Mr. Bush wasn't the only head of state grovelling before Li Peng. Britain's John Major, 
Russia's Boris Yeltsin, and Japan's Kiichi Miyazawa also met privately with the bloody-handed 
Chinese leader. China's oppressed millions be damned. 

UN Expands Its Role 

The 15 national leaders heaped praise on the organization and on each other for their joint 
effort in forcing Iraq out of Kuwait. Making war and costing the lives of 200,000 Iraqis doesn't 
deter these individuals from labeling the UN a "peace organization." A careful look at the UN 
charter shows that Articles 42 through 45 contain the peace organization's war-making authority. 
The UN is for peace all right; but if it doesn't get its way, it will make war. 

The gathering produced a Security Council declaration that goes beyond the UN Charter 
itself by declaring that "non-military sources of instability in the economic, social, humanitarian 
and ecological fields" also constitute "threats to peace and security." And the UN membership 
must "give the highest priority to the solution of these matters." UN force to dictate ecology 
standards? Economic and social standards? Yes. 

Only last September in his speech to the world body, President Bush had thrown his 
support behind the use of UN-supported "international cooperation" to settle disputes within the 
borders of nations, and even to use the organization's power to remove a targeted national leader. 
Such steps also exceed the provisions of the UN Charter. 

UN a Threat, Not a Savior 

When the UN was begun, its founders included a huge assortment of communists, 
international socialists, one-worlders, and despisers of national sovereignty. Their stated goal 
was peace; their hidden goal was political control of the world. In the aftermath of the UN's 
"success" in the Persian Gulf, the organization's progress toward that goal has grown 
enormously. 

Partisans for the organization continue to prate about the need for a world body to insure 
peace. But they never add up all the figures and admit that if the UN is powerful enough to 
insure peace, it is also powerful enough to establish tyranny. 

Peace-lover Boris Yeltsin, a lifelong communist thug, has Alexander Rutskoi, the 
murdering Hero of Afghanistan, as his hand-picked vice president. Peace-lover Li Peng 
engineered the Tiananmen Square massacre. Peace-lover George Bush let loose a force that piled 
up 200,000 civilian casualties in Iraq and then let Saddam Hussein destroy his internal 
adversaries. And the peace-loving United Nations now intends to use its force to solve 
"economic, social, humanitarian and ecological" problems. 
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The UN is a threat, not a savior. A proper course for our nation is: Get US out! 
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